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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL DECISION MAKING 
TOWARD A GROUNDED THEORY
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Decision making is  so pervasive th a t  everyone is  involved with
i t .  Everyone must make choices among available  courses of action. I f  a
decision th a t  would solve a problem is  avoided, that  in i t s e l f  is a
decision.  Rosenau has observed:
Decision making susta ins  bureaucracies, dominates le g i s la tu re s ,  
preoccupies chief executives, and characterizes jud ic ia l  bodies. 
Decisions lead to policy, produce c o n f l i c t ,  and fo s te r  cooperation. 
They d i f fe ren t ia te  p o l i t i c a l  pa r t ies  and underlie foreign polic ies ,  
ac t iv a te  local governments and maintain federal a u th o r i t i e s ,  guide 
armies and s t i r  internat ional  o rganizat ions . l
Decision is a primary output of administration, and few stu­
dents of management will argue against  the proposition th a t  decision 
making is  a key function of the management and administrat ive processes. 
As noted by McCamy: "The reaching of a decision is the core of admin­
i s t r a t i o n ,  a l l  other a t t r ib u te s  of the administrative process being 
dependent on, interwoven with, and ex is ten t  for  the making of deci­
sions. "2 Simon provides a similar comment: "The task of 'deciding' per­
vades the en t i re  administrative organization quite as much as does the 
task of 'd o in g '—indeed, i t  is in teg ra l ly  t ied  up with the l a t t e r . "3
One of the most important ch a rac te r i s t i c s  of a good administrator 
in any organization is the  a b i l i ty  to make the "right" decision more 
often than the "wrong" one when confronted with in su f f ic ien t  infor-
- 2 -
mation. I t  is  t rue  that  educational administrators many times in the 
pas t  have made reasonably correct  decisions with l i t t l e  deliberation or 
re f lec t ion .  Joseph provides an in te res t ing  discussion of the charac­
t e r i s t i c s  of administrators whose work ". . . may, in a way, become part  
of him by v i r tue  of having the habits  of choosing the r igh t  means co- 
natured in him, th a t  is to say, by having these habits  become part  of 
him."4 T rad i t iona l ly ,  administrators faced with conditions of uncer­
t a in ty  { insuf f ic ien t  information) have re l ied  on past experience, 
hunches, in tu i t io n ,  emotion, and habit .  We have all  observed or known a 
"seat  of the pants" administrator who se lec ts  a course of action because 
"That 's the way we have always done i t . "  However, today's in s t i tu t ion s  
of  higher education have increased in s ize,  grown in complexity, and are 
facing increasing demands for  accountabil i ty .  Administrators must 
choose courses of action from among a wide range of competing a l te rna­
t iv e s  in an environment of exploding information, expanding technology, 
unknown consequences, and p ro b a l i s t i c  events. Administrators recognize 
t h a t  the i r  professional reputation is  determined largely by the qua li ty  
of  the i r  decision making. Administrators in th i s  environment readi ly 
acknowledge t h e i r  increasing uncerta in ty  in the decision making process. 
In tu i t iv e  decision making of the past is  not adequate fo r  survival,  l e t
alone for success .5
There i s  a general awareness of the need to improve adminis­
t r a t i v e  and management decision making and ul t imately the management 
of  higher education. However, there  is  l i t t l e  agreement on how this  
improvement should be made. There are few theories  of prac t ica l  ad-
-3 -
m inistra t ion  to serve as guidelines in the area of higher e d u c a t i o n .6 
However, decision making is such a basic that  i t  cannot be i g n o re d .  It  
follows that  to improve the effect iveness  of the decison-making process 
would undoubtedly improve administration and management. Unfortunately, 
there  appears to be a s ign if ican t  lack of knowledge about d e c i s i o n  
making in the higher education environment. Bacchett i  summarized the 
s i tu a t io n  well when he sta ted:  "The f i r s t  thing to  be said a b o u t  how 
decisions are made in colleges and univers i t ies  i s  th a t  very l i t t l e  is 
known systematically about th a t  subject .  S t i l l  l e s s  is known a bou t  how 
decisions ought to  be made."7 There is a lack of understanding of what 
types of decisions are made, why they are made in a given manner ,  what 
information is used in making ce r ta in  specific decis ions ,  and how this 
information is used. Decision making is  a complex process and t o  
improve i t  one must f i r s t  define and analyze i t .
Much of the l i t e r a tu r e  on decision making in higher ed u ca t io n  is 
p rescr ip t ive  in nature and, as such, usually focuses on how t o  make 
decisions more r a t i o n a l .  This approach, however, adds l i t t l e  t o  the 
systematic understanding of how decisions are a c tu a l ly  made o r  what 
f ac to r s  influence the  process. A diagnostic approach is r e q u i r e d  to 
discover the r e a l i t i e s  of the decision making process .
There is general agreement th a t  information i s  the p r im a ry  input 
to the  decision process and good management decis ions require system­
a t i c a l l y  organized information. I f  the quali ty and o rgan iza t ion  of 
information can be improved i t  follows that  the decision-making process
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and the q u a l i ty  of decis ions might be improved. In recognition of th is  
p r in c ip le ,  many higher education in s t i tu t io n s  have turned to computer- 
based information systems. However, there has been widespread disap­
pointment in the usefulness of current ly  avai lable information systems.
A number of recent s tu d ie s  have reported that  currently  available  in fo r ­
mation systems are not serving the needs of administrators.® In keeping 
with the  idea that "bigger is cheaper" information systems design has 
tended to  be "comprehensive" so as to serve the la rges t  number of users. 
Output from such systems is  c h a rac te r i s t i c a l ly  "standardized" to meet 
general requirements. As a r e su l t ,  output reports  often contain large 
quan t i t ie s  of i r re lavent  information which is  of no in te re s t  or value to 
the s p e c i f i c  decision s i t u a t io n .  In other words, current  information 
systems are  not designed fo r  use by decision makers addressing specif ic  
problems. 9
I t  is quite c le a r  tha t  i f  e i th e r  manual or computer-based in for­
mation systems are to provide decision support they must be designed to 
serve th e  decision maker(s) addressing a spec i f ic  problem. They must be 
f lex ib le  enough to adapt to the s ty le  and preferences of the group or 
the individual  manager. "A descr ip t ive  understanding of the problem­
solving process is abso lu te ly  essent ia l  for decision support."I® But to 
design such a system a g rea t  deal more must be known about the decision 
process. A diagnostic descr ip t ive  approach is required. Hodgkinson 
addresses th i s  issue:
- 5  -
I f  there is a weakness in the effor ts  of those who study higher 
education, i t  is probably the i r  in ab i l i ty  or unwillingness to work 
on the development of an indigenous and grounded theory that  would 
help explain how education operates. Without some broader context 
of in terpretat ion th a t  grounded theory provides, data is simply a 
collect ion of numbers with which people play po l i t ica l  games."11
The Problem
Current accountabili ty demands and scarc i ty  of resources in 
higher education in s t i tu t io n s  have caused increased a t ten t ion  to the 
administrat ive process of resource management and control.  Efficient 
and e ffec t ive  decision making in th is  arena has taken on new meaning 
and importance. The ava i lab i l ty  of timely, accurate and relevant 
information is  essentia l  for decisions which adjust expenditure rates ,  
or rea l locate  resources to take advantage of opportunities or to cover 
unexpected emergencies. There is widespread agreement among administra­
tors  of higher education that  the eff ic iency and effect iveness of 
resource management and control decisions must be improved. Most ad­
ministra tors  agree th a t  information relevant to resource management and 
control decisions is often not available. Current information systems 
primarily support the normal periodic comparison of budgets to actual 
expenditures, but, for  the most part ,  they do not provide information to 
explain variances between actual and planned expenditures. To develop 
information systems to support resource management and control there 
must be an understanding of the information requirements perceived by 
the decision maker(s).
This study was directed toward the discovery of grounded theory 
th a t  iden t i f ie s  the conditions,  processes, and information which f a c i l i -
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t a t e  resource management and control decision making in an in s t i tu t io n  
of higher education. One major research question guided the investiga­
t ion:  What is the nature of resource management and control processes
and what information variables  inf luence, and in te r a c t  to influence the 
use of information in resource management and control  decisions.
Background
Information is the  raw material for all  decision.  I t  is  needed 
e i ther  to reduce uncertainty or ignorance. Need fo r  information by 
administrators becomes more pressing as colleges and un ivers i t ies  grow 
more complex. Larger amounts of information and information from 
multiple sources are required. I t  i s  not unexpected that  administrators 
turned to the computer and i t s  information handling capacity to meet the 
increased need for information.
During the late  1960's and ea r ly  1970's there  was a f l u r r y  of 
a c t iv i ty  to develop and implement management information systems. With 
l i t t l e  understanding of information requirements and even less under­
standing of the decision process, system designers set  out to  develop 
generalized systems for  storing large volumes of information with the 
supposed capabil i ty  to provide information for unforeseeable questions. 
Examples of such systems e ffo r ts  include the Stanford INFO p ro jec t ,  the 
University of Toronto CAMPUS, and the National Center for Higher 
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) Planning and Management Systems 
project .  There are also many examples of comprehensive stand alone 
systems developed at individual i n s t i t u t i o n s .11
-  7 -
I t  was soon recognized that the  computer could produce 
information more rap id ly  than administrators could absorb i t .  Further, 
i t  was soon determined tha t  information systems were not having the 
antic ipated or planned affec t  on decision making. Wyatt and Zeckhauser, 
fo r  example, found th a t  information systems were not serving the admin­
i s t r a t o r ' s  needs e f fe c t iv e ly  for e i t h e r  planning or operations . ^  
Information systems were generally designed to handle r e l a t iv e ly  stand­
ard data items in a highly e f f ic ien t  manner and were not f lex ib le  enough 
to  adapt to the d i f fe r in g  a tt i tudes and p r io r i t i e s  of decision makers. 
Administrators indicated that  the information th a t  information systems 
provided was not th a t  which was needed to a ss i s t  them in decision,  or 
i f  i t  was, the information needed was not recognizable buried in the 
volume provided. Ease of access to information was determined to be a 
major factor  in use. Both the technology and the concepts of analysis 
were turned to with some success in condensing, screening and f i l t e r in g  
information for administrat ive use. Information is  unquestioned as the 
primary raw material fo r  decision making and y e t ,  despite ten years or 
more of information system development few systems are actual ly  being 
used by administrators as a source of information in the i r  decision­
making process.
By the la te  1970's , i t  became apparent from the high number of 
f a i l u r e s  and few successes that information systems and implementation 
s t r a te g ie s  of very d i f f e ren t  design were needed to support decision 
making. Efficiency in data handling alone was not the answer.
-  8 -
Information, to be useful in the decision process, must be merged with 
the decision-making process i t s e l f .  But, to accomplish th is  integration 
of design, much more needed to be known and understood about the 
decision-making process.
In 1978 Keen and Scott Morton synthesized the concept of Deci­
sion Support Systems from developments tha t  had been growing since 1971. 
Decision Support Systems are defined as computer systems designed to 
mesh with manager's exis ting ac t iv i t ie s  and needs while extending th e i r  
c a p a b i l i t i e s .15 While the l i t e ra tu re  in the Management Information 
Systems f i e ld  is technical and prescript ive  in nature, Decision Support 
requires a behavioral and descript ive grounding. The design and devel­
opment of decision support systems requires the exploitat ion of many 
technologies. "Regardless of the technology available at any one point 
in time, there is a need for a concept of decision making that  can 
define the c r i t e r i a  for  exploiting i t  and for a deta iled study of deci­
sion making from a var ie ty  of perspectives, especial ly cognitive and 
organizational ones."16
The acknowledged deficiencies of current computer-based manage­
ment information systems, the recognized need to merge or integrate 
information with the decision process; and the promising new concept of 
Decision Support Systems all  focus on the need for a much better  
understanding of decision making and the environment in which i t  
operates to guide the evolving information system design technology.
9 -
Assumptions
I t  has occasionally been contended tha t  higher education is 
"administered" ra ther  than "managed". If  one applied r e l a t iv e ly  narrow 
defin i t ions of these terms i t  is  not d i f f i c u l t  to  agree with t h i s  
post  ion. For the  purpose of t h i s  study i t  i s  assumed that colleges and 
un ivers i t ies  do manage their  operating funds. They do co l lec t  infor­
mation for the purpose of monitoring expenditures. Most compare this 
information with other information to judge whether the system perfor­
mance meets desired c r i t e r i a .  They then make decisions r e l a t i v e  to 
needed changes in order to achieve desired performance. I t  i s  true that 
unlike many of the  managerial a c t iv i t i e s  in organizations whose purpose 
i t  is to make a p ro f i t ,  colleges and un ivers i t ies  generally do not 
measure performance of the f inancia l  management system in terms of the 
outcomes of the ac t iv i t ie s  funded. There cu rren t ly  exists few mechanism 
fo r  altering a c t iv i t i e s  to bring outcomes into l ine  with predetermined 
standards. There is l i t t l e  agreement on how to  identify and measure 
outcomes of higher education.
An assumption is made th a t  external indicators  revealed through 
interviews and observed behavior will adequately describe the  decision 
process for the purposes of t h i s  investigat ion. I t  is recognized that 
the  decision making process and the creation of an environment for that 
process may involve sociological,  behavioral,  and psychological factors. 
I t  cannot be assumed that the external indicators identified in this 
investigation will  by themselves fu l ly  describe the process or the
- 1 0 -
environment fo r  resource management and control decis ions.  To f u l ly  
describe all  such fac to rs  would require complex measures which are 
beyond the scope of t h i s  investigat ion.  However, the iden t i f ica t ion  of 
a l l  elements influencing the process was not the purpose of th is  study. 
The objective was ra the r  to  describe the  decision process and the in fo r ­
mation variables influencing i t  at a level of de ta i l  understandable to 
the layman and the soc io log is t  a like.  I t  is assumed th a t  such a 
description of the resource management and control process and the 
evolving grounded theory wil l  provide useful guidelines for  the 
designers decision-support  systems.
Finally ,  the assumption is made tha t  the economic stress  being 
experienced by colleges and un ivers i t ies  has not s ig n i f ic an t ly  changed 
the decision-making process or s t ruc tu re .  Economic s t r e s s  has, undoubt­
edly, changed the perceived urgency fo r  "correct" and timely decisions 
re la t ing  to resource management and contro l .  Economic s t ress  has prob 
ably increased the complexity of these decisions.
Definition of Terms
A number of key concepts are e ssen t ia l  to t h i s  study. Operation­
al defin i t ions  of key terms have been formulated fo r  future  reference.  
Decision is  an event of choice, to do one thing as opposed to another, 
to  se lec t  a course of action from among two or more a l te rn a t iv e s .  The 
decision-making process i s  the pattern of behavior by which an organiza­
t i o n ' s  members decide how to  achieve t h e i r  purposes. This term, of 
course, is not r e s t r i c t e d  to group process but applies  also to the pa t-
-  1 1 -
t e rn  of behavior displayed by the individual decision maker. For the 
purposes of th is  study decision-making s t ruc tu re  is  defined as the fo r ­
mal and informal organization of forces which determine the pattern of 
decision making prerogatives of members of a po l i t i c a l  system. Finally,  
resource management and control includes the processes tha t  are intended 
to monitor expenditures and i n i t i a t e  adjustments of a l locat ions in 
response to changing or unforeseen conditions. Included in th i s  ca te ­
gory are the subprocesses tha t  monitor by (1) comparing actual expen­
d i tu re s  to budgeted f igures  and (2) comparing actual expenditures or 
budgeted figures to  standard cos ts . ^
Purpose and Significance
I t  was noted by Bacchetti tha t  very l i t t l e  is  known systemati­
c a l ly  about how decisions are made in colleges and u n iv e r s i t i e s ,  what 
information is used in making cer tain  spec i f ic  decisions, and how th is  
information is used . is  The purpose of th i s  study was to develop 
grounded theory th a t  id en t i f ie s  conditions, processes and information 
which f a c i l i t a t e  resource management and control decision making. The 
study adds to an a l l  too slim knowledge base regarding th i s  one type of 
decision in the higher education environment.
Perhaps a more s ign i f ican t  aspect of th i s  study is  the immediate 
applicat ion of the knowledge gained in the in s t i tu t io n  tha t  was the sub­
j e c t  of the inves t iga t ion .  Old Dominion University launched a multi­
m il l ion  dollar p ro jec t  in August 1981 to  develop and implement all  new 
administrat ive information systems. This information systems e f fo r t  was
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focused on transaction level data base development as a f i r s t  step 
toward the  eventual development of management information systems. The 
investigat ion reported here was undertaken at the point  when three of 
the f ive  planned administrative systems were nearing completion. The 
University now had a sound transactional  oriented data  base and wished 
to use i t  to  create information to support  resource management and 
control decisions.  The new system provided a large number of rout ine  
"management reports" which basically summarized or aggregated data from 
the data base. While t h i s  information was more accurate, timely and 
complete than ever before i t  did not f u l f i l l  the needs of the decision 
makers responsible  fo r  resource management and con tro l .  There was a 
broad base of awareness among the key decision makers of the need to 
develop an information base to support decision making. The s i tua t ion  
provided the  investigator  a research environment with a high degree of 
readiness among decision makers to p a r t i c ip a te  in the investigat ion. 
Therefore, th is  research ref lec ts  both the  cannons of basic research and 
requirements for operational resu l ts .
Overview
The major conclusions which emerged from the review and 
appraisal of the l i t e r a t u r e  are presented in the next chapter. Chapter 
III conta ins a description of the methodology employed, including the 
constant comparative method of guiding data  collection and analysis .
The following chapters include presenta t ion of a framework for ana lys is ,  
analysis of data, emerging variables, and identified in te r re la t ionsh ips
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among variables . Finally, the  findings and conclusions of the investi ­
gation are synthesized into a ser ies  of propositions grounded in the 
da ta  which define the nature of resource management and control pro­
cesses and what information variables influence, and in te rac t  to 
influence the use of information in resource management and control 
decisions.
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CHAPTER I I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Few journals spec ia l ize  in higher education administration,  and 
there has been very l i t t l e  reporting of empirical s tudies  which address 
administrat ive  decision making s i tua t ions  and describe the decision­
making process. One of the conclusions reached by Adams, Hankins, and 
Schroeder in th e i r  extensive review of the l i t e r a tu r e  on the use of cost  
analysis  data in higher education was th a t  the l i t e r a t u r e  does not 
r e a l ly  address i t s e l f  to  decisions. Rather the l i t e r a t u r e  stresses 
techniques and methods as a means without discussing e x p l i c i t ly  the ends 
for  which i t  should be used . l  Much of the l i t e r a tu r e  of decision 
making tends to be p resc r ip t ive ,  describing how to make be t te r ,  i . e . ,  
more ra t ional  decisions. Descriptive s tud ies  are r e l a t iv e ly  few in 
number and generally of recent  origin.
The most comprehensive body of l i t e r a t u r e  re la t in g  to decision 
making focuses on ra t ional  decision making as a normative model. The 
ra t io na l  model appeals to most of us because we think of our actions as 
e s s e n t ia l l y  goal-oriented and ra t iona l .  In f ac t ,  the rat ional  model is 
f requent ly  used to j u s t i f y  decisions a f t e r  they have been made. 
R e a l i s t i c a l ly ,  the ra t iona l  model is not descrip t ive  of how decisions 
are ac tua l ly  made in the  higher education environment.
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Scope of The Review
The l i t e r a tu r e  of decision making, in general,  is extensive but 
t h i s  review concentrates on administrat ive decision making in a higher 
education environment. Thus, the review inherently focuses on group 
decision making within an organizat ional  s t ruc tu re .  Decision theory 
l i t e r a t u r e ,  while extensive, tends to be prescr ip t ive  and not d i rec t ly  
re levant  to how decisions are ac tual ly  made in the administrative pro­
cess . However, behavioral decision theory does appear to be relevant 
and a se lec t ive  review of th is  l i t e r a t u r e  is included. Decision-making 
s t ruc tu re  is a recent concept found in the l i t e r a tu r e  and models of 
decision s tructure  were found to suggest an analytical  framework useful 
in th i s  investigation.  Descriptive s tudies  of the decision-making pro­
cess specif ic  to higher education administrat ion were found to be few in 
number but highly relevant to the substantive area of the current  
research. Finally ,  a review is provided of the l i t e r a tu r e  spec i f ica l ly  
dealing with resource management and control decision in higher educa­
t io n .
Organizational Theory
An organization is a unique l iv ing organism consist ing of indi­
viduals ,  who by mutual consent, have joined together to accomplish a 
task ,  or set  of tasks,  which could not be accomplished by the individual 
alone. An organization is  characterized by a recurring or cycl ical  p a t ­
tern  of a c t iv i t i e s  of a number of individuals . Moreover, these pat-
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terned a c t iv i t i e s  are focused on some common output or outcome. A 
single event or pa t te rn  of events which occur only once or a t  unpredict­
able in te rva ls  cannot be considered as constituting organizat ion. An 
individual who jo ins  an organization gives up some of his decision­
making autonomy. Shull ,  et a l ,  suggest that  an organization might be 
considered 11. . . a  st ructured social se t t ing  . . . contrived by man to 
guide the decisions of i t s  c o n s t i tu en ts ."3 Shull goes on to say that :
Organizations can be conceived as a specific  social  environment 
t h a t  offers the individual condit ions of choice, giving order to 
in te rac t ing  choices. Without reference to these conditions, he 
could not explain order and could not predict individual behav­
io r .  With such conditions spec i f ied ,  the organization has been 
described and these  statements have explained the system of 
order which is  the  organization.3
Organization or group association has developed during the e x is t ­
ence of mankind because of needs th a t  could not be met otherwise.
Because of man's l im i ta t ions  in r e l a t io n  to "nature,"  some c o l l e c t iv i ty  
of mental and physical a b i l i t i e s  in some integrated fashion increases 
the absolute power of coordinated e f f o r t .  In th i s  sense group e f fo r t  is 
c r e a t i v e .4 Man has limited cognition and th is  means ". . . th a t  most 
individuals  cannot be knowledgeable in a large number of diverse 
a reas ."5 Further, the  range of t a l e n t s  and sk i l l s  of the individual 
varies widely. And f i n a l ly ,  even i f  an individual had the knowledge and 
s k i l l ,  the time ava i lab le  to accomplish a given task may not be suf­
f i c i e n t  fo r  the individual to complete i t .  Thus, man has cer ta in  physi­
cal and mental l im i ta t ions  that can be offse t  by organized a c t iv i ty .
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Classical Theory
What is  now known as classical  theory of organization began to 
evolve in the  late  1800' s .  The o r ien ta t ion  of the  c la ss ica l  view of 
organizations is s t ru c tu ra l  —structure of formal organizations. This 
so-called c lassical  theory  of organizat ion developed in three streams: 
bureaucracy, administrative theory, and sc ien t i f i c  management. All 
three streams developed about the same time—1900 to 1950. The develop­
ments were by separate groups of w r i t e r s  working almost independently of 
each o th e r .6 
Bureaucracy
Organizations based on the concepts of what we now call bureau­
cracy and some other components of c la s s ic a l  theory have been in 
existence for  thousands of years. Rather fu l ly  developed and large 
bureaucracies existed in  ancient Egypt, China, and th e  Roman Empire.7 
The systematic study of bureaucracy as an organizational structure 
waited u n t i l  after  the  tu rn  of the p resen t  century when Max Weber 
described h i s  ideal bureaucracy. The general ly recognized elements of a 
bureaucracy are:
A well-defined chain of  comnand.
A system of procedures and rules f o r  dealing with a l l  contingencies 
r e l a t in g  to work a c t i v i t i e s .
A d iv is ion of labor based on spec ia l iza t ion .
Promotion and se lec t ion  based on technical  competence.
Impersonality in human re la t ions .8
Bureaucracy is  the pyramid arrangement we see on most organizational
charts.
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Bureaucracy, as we now define i t ,  is found in p o l i t i c a l ,  r e l i ­
gious, business, m i l i ta ry ,  educational , and other  organizations. Some 
wri ters  believe tha t  there  is a universa l i ty  to bureaucracy. Dimock 
makes t h i s  point.
Complexity produces bureaucracy. When l i f e  i s  simple, when in te rper­
sonal re la t ionships  are d i rec t  and i n s t i t u t i o n s  small, individuals 
may be lazy, ind i f fe ren t ,  or even s lo thful;  but rarely do you find an 
in s t i tu t io n a l  s i tua t ion  which may accurately be described, e i ther  in 
the popular sense or in the technical one we are using as bureaucra­
t i c  . In a complex environment, however, in s t i tu t io ns  become large,  
re la t ionsh ips  impersonal, and organizations and procedures meticu­
lously worked out , and bureaucracy is a natura l  consequence. 
Bureaucracy cannot be eliminated unless the causes producing 
complexity are removed. I t  i s  universal ly bad only i f  complexity and 
s ize  are inherently bad.®
Bureaucracy was developed by sociologists  who took a compara­
t ive ly  detached, scholarly  view. They described bureaucracy as a nor­
mative model of organizations. Generally, these  sociologists  stopped 
short of providing prescr ip t ions  of how to implement th is  normative 
model. Administrative theor is ts  were usually more practical  and 
suggested principles fo r  achieving formal organizations.
Administrative Theory
Administrative theory and bureaucracy are closely re la ted  and in 
many respects are iden t ica l .  Both are deductive in the i r  approach and 
both view the organization normatively. Further , both advocate formal 
organizations tha t  take advantage of specia l izat ion ,  a fundamental 
feature  of formal organizations.  One important difference between 
bureaucratic  and administrat ive th eo r i s t s  is  the  emphasis in bureaucracy 
on organization and the emphasis by administrative theor is ts  on manage­
ment, a component of o rgan iza t ion .! !
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The elements of administrat ive theory include principles of man­
agement, concepts of line and s t a f f ,  committees, and functions of man­
agement. All of these elements seem to focus on st ructuring and 
organizing a c t iv i t y  within the organization. Mooney and Reil ly ,  pioneer 
administ rat ive th e o r i s t s ,  wrote, "Organization in the formal sense 
means order, and i t s  corollary,  an organized and orderly procedure.
[The objective of the administrat ive theo r i s t s  i s ]  to find and corre la te  
the  formal pr incip les  tha t  make t h i s  order. . . ."12
The pr incip les  of management are quite numerous and there is  con­
siderable  overlap among them. Further there is controversy in the 
l i t e r a t u r e  r e l a t i v e  to th e i r  v a l id i ty .  No attempt is made here to 
review that  aspect  of the l i t e r a t u r e .  The preeminent principle of man­
agement appears to be "coordination.1 This p r inc ip le  focuses on 
management's central  task of ge t t ing  all  parts  of the organization 
working together toward accepted objectives.  The implication here is 
t h a t  coordination is essentia l  fo r  organizations to be e ffec t ive .  The 
French i n d u s t r i a l i s t ,  Henri Fayol, is  frequently referred to as the 
fa th e r  of the pr incip les  of management.13 Some of the more commonly 
c i ted  principles  of management are:
1. Authority and respons ib i l i ty  ought to be equal; you cannot have 
one without the other.
2. The goals of the organization should take precedence over those of 
individuals or groups of employees.
3. The remuneration of personnel must be f a i r  and should be t i e d  to 
successful e f fo r t .
4. Everyone should have one and only one boss.
5. In order to preserve the in te g r i ty  of the hierarchy, communication 
should follow formal channels, unless one has permission from one's 
superior to cut  across organizat ional  l i n e s . 14
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The concept of l ine and s t a f f  evolved as managers in large or 
complex organizations found that  assistance can be valuable. Under th is  
concept managers with primary authori ty  and responsib i l i ty  are the l ine  
personnel. Staff  personnel a ss i s t  the  managers by handling d e ta i l s ,  
technical  processes, or less important matters. Thus, s t a f f  developed 
as a means of expanding manager's a b i l i t i e s  through special izat ion.  The 
concepts of line and s t a f f  are commonly incorporated into the 
infras t ruc ture  of organizations but some d i f f icu l ty  frequently ar ises  in 
de f in i t ion .  Where does "line" end and "staff"  begin? Even more d i f ­
f i c u l t  is where does s t a f f  end. Attempts to resolve th i s  d i f f ic u l ty  
have resulted in the  ident i f ica t ion  of three categories of s ta f f .  
Personal s taff  tend to  be personal ass is tan ts  and carry  such t i t l e s  as 
" as s i s tan t  to ,"  "executive a s s i s ta n t , "  and "special a s s i s tan t . "  General 
s t a f f  are in charge of broad functional areas which are ancillary to the 
main objectives of the  organization. Special s t a f f  are usually employed 
f o r  th e i r  expertise in a part icular  technology. There are numerous 
opportunit ies for  c o n f l i c t  between l ine  and s ta f f  and whatever balance 
th e re  is ,  is l ike ly  to  be unstable. 15
Committees are  yet another in fras t ruc ture  tha t  can be credited to 
the  administrative th eo r i s t s .  Hicks and Gullett comment on the advan­
tages and disadvantages of committees:
Committees provide an organizational structure in addition to l ine  
and s taff .  They can contribute to  c rea t iv i ty ,  coimnunication, motiva­
t ion ,  democracy, coordination, education, persuasion, advising, and 
broad representation of points of view. They permit consolidation of 
otherwise fragmented power and a b i l i t i e s  into a functioning unit  (the 
Committee). They can be used as a method of avoiding action and for 
taking respons ib i l i ty  when i t  i s  not deemed appropriate for  an indi­
vidual to do so. Disadvantages include cost,  "watered-down" deci-
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sions,  indecision, s p l i t  accountabil i ty ,  tyranny of minori t ies ,  and 
se lf-perpetuation of the committee.16
The functions of management are a resu l t  of the study of manage­
ment as a set of functions by administrat ive t h e o r i s t s .  Fayol was and 
ear ly  advocate of th i s  approach and suggested tha t  the important func­
t ions of management are planning, organizing, t ra in in g ,  commanding, and 
coordinating.1? The iden t i f ica t ion  of management functions has changed 
l i t t l e  over the years. For example, contemporary wri ters  Koontz and 
O'Donnell propose th a t  planning, organizing, s ta f f in g ,  d i rec ting,  and 
contro l l ing  are the primary functions of management.1®
S c ie n t i f i c  Management
The s c ie n t i f i c  management movement, the th ird  stream of c la ss ica l  
organizat ion theory, began in the United States in the post-Civil War 
era .  Frederick Taylor i s  probably the most well known of the ear ly  
advocates of using s c i e n t i f i c  procedures to increase p roduct iv i ty .*9 
The s c i e n t i f i c  managers believed tha t  by carefu l ly  designing each job,  
high eff ic iency  and p r o f i t  could be rea l ized .  Second, by offering 
f inanc ia l  incentives fo r  high productiv ity ,  they i l l u s t r a t e d  a b e l i e f  in 
the maxim "money motivates."  Third, incentive plans were typ ica l ly  
geared to individuals . Finally, these managers tended to see the worker 
as a t o t a l l y  rat ional  person.20 The early  advocates of s c i e n t i f i c  man­
agement focused on the individual and the production function of the 
organizat ion. Modern organizations use systematic management founded on 
s c i e n t i f i c  principles in countless applications and in th is  broad sense 
s c i e n t i f i c  management is  t ru ly  pervasive. The early  s c i e n t i f i c  managers
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viewed the applications quite narrowly. When viewed in the narrow sense 
i t  becomes very controversial .  Despite the controversy the s c ie n t i f i c  
managers did accomplish dramatic improvements in productivity , but they 
raised more behavioral questions than they answered.
Summary
Classical  theories of organization are inherently oriented toward 
the s t ruc tu ra l  aspects of organization.  They emphasize order,  r a t iona l ­
i ty ,  s t ruc tu re ,  and spec ia l iza t ion .  Further, c la ss ica l  theories 
generally accept the "economic man" view of employees—that  i s ,  a worker 
is motivated almost solely by economic incentives.  Administrative 
th eo r i s t s  t r ie d  to develop a set  of principles  to help individuals 
manage more e f fec t ive ly .  However, some of the principles were so 
general th a t  they provided no real guidance, while others were so rigid 
tha t  they could not be s a t i s f a c to r i l y  implemented. Bureaucracy advo­
cates missed the mark by believing th a t  people could be engineered to 
organizat ional  requirements. Blau observed: "To administer a social 
organization according to purely technical c r i t e r i a  of r a t i o n a l i ty  is 
i r r a t io n a l ,  because i t  ignores the nonrational aspects of social 
conduct."21 S c ien t i f ic  managers general ly ignored the social and 
cultural  aspects of human re la t io n s .  By the ear ly  1920's managers began 
to note some of the dysfunctional e f fec ts  associated with try ing to 
standardize workers and jobs.
Human Relations Theory
From the mid-1800's until  the middle 1930's, c lass ica l  theory of 
organization dominated the study of administra t ion .22 By the early
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t h i r t i e s  administration was gaining recognition as a "process" and 
a t ten t ion  began to turn  to human re l a t io n s  and away from mechanistic 
conceptions of organization. Proponents of th is  new view of administra­
tion,  i n i t i a l l y  in the Harvard Business School, suggested that  organiza­
tions are  manned by people with fee l ings  who respond to being trea ted  as 
human beings rather than cogs in a system.2  ^ This human re la t ions  con­
cept of organization continues even now to influence theory of admin­
i s t r a t i o n .
Human re la t io n s  approach to administration paved the way for  
investigat ion of the social  dimension of organization which became 
labeled the  "informal organizat ion."  Recognition th a t  organization 
involved more than hierarchies  of command and formal a c t iv i t i e s  is 
a t t r ibu ted  to social psychologists who began to take an in te res t  in 
organization in the l a t e  1930's and ear ly  1940's.24 Human re la t ions  and 
the concept of informal organization added an important new dimension to 
administration and i t  became useful to think of organization ". . . 
f i r s t  as a rational system of act ion, and second, as a free-flowing 
h e u r i s t i c a l ly  oriented social process ."25 There was also an increasing 
concern with non-economic incentives, and motivation within the organi­
zation. Leadership and communication techniques became the focus of 
those studying the administrative process .
Human re la t ions  theory "supplemented" ra ther  than "replaced" 
c lass ica l  theory. The human r e l a t i o n i s t s  did not challenge the basic 
tenents of task spec ia l iza t ion ,  o rder l iness ,  s t a b i l i t y ,  and control ,
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central to  c lass ica l  theory. Rather they sought to add a human dimen­
sion to management's o r i e n ta t io n .26
The Hawthorne s tudies  are probably the best known of the ea r ly  
human r e l a t i o n i s t s  s tud ies .  Although the original objective  was to  ex­
amine the e f fec t  of illumination on productivity ,  the studies produced a 
wealth of information about employee a t t i tu d e s  and group dynamics. 
Through these and other studies the human r e l a t i o n i s t s  made some impor­
tan t  behavioral contr ibutions to the study of organizat ions.  In pa r ­
t i c u l a r ,  they identif ied  some of the major determinants underlying the 
development of informal groups. They found that :
1. Informal organizations act as social control agencies which, 
through the use of norms, demand conformity from the members.
2. To study informal groups, i t  is necessary to use analytical  tech­
niques that  are d i f f e ren t  from those employed in formal organiza­
t ion  analysis.
3. Informal groups tend to  use the "grapevine" for  communication 
purposes.
4. The informal group tends to r e s i s t  change because i t s  survival  
depends upon a s tab le  continuing re la t ionsh ip  among the people
themselves.27
Modern Organizational Theory
Bureaucracy was once the universal s t ruc ture  of organization and 
i t  is s t i l l  pervasive. But, since World War I I ,  a rap id ly  changing 
environment and the consequent changing responses to t h a t  environment 
have stimulated new organizational forms th a t  permit more f l e x ib le  pat­
terns of operation. These changes are most apparent in the organiza­
t io n ' s  decision-making process. Formal analysis of information inputs 
now plays an important ro le  in decision making in near ly  all complex 
organizations where once almost tota l  emphasis was placed on executive 
judgment, experience and i n tu i t io n .28
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Bureaucracy has been the basic pattern of organization found in 
the  t rad i t iona l  model of management. Advocates of th is  form of organi­
zation have j u s t i f i e d  i t ,  and i t s  associated management techniques, in 
terms of the "principles" of management theory. The p r inc ip le s ,  unfor­
tunate ly ,  were often based on assumptions about organizational goals, 
and processes which lacked empirical val idat ion .  In commenting on th is ,  
Cl el and and King suggest:
Perhaps the most incriminating assumption of the bureaucratic  model 
concerns the v e r t i c a l i t y  of the organizational form. When compared 
to the actual flow of work and organizational deliberations,many of 
the assumptions surrounding the pr inc ip les  seem to be based on a 
theore tical  model of an organization which does not, in r e a l i t y ,  
e x i s t . 2®
Warren G. Bennis has gone so fa r  as to predict  the complete 
demise of the bureaucracy pattern of organiza t ion .30 Current changes in 
organizational s t ruc tu re  does suggest s ign i f ican t  changes but they s t i l l  
f a l l  short of to ta l  replacement of bureaucracy.
Modern theories of organizations and management have been devel­
oped largely since the 1950's, although some e a r l i e r  contr ibutions were 
s ig n i f ican t .  Chester I .  Barnard, in 1938, published a c la s s ic  book that  
was the f i r s t  comprehensive explanation of management and organization 
from the modern point of view.3 -^ Norbert Weiner published an important 
book in 1948 which gave the f i r s t  c lear  view of an organization as a 
system consist ing of inputs, processes, outputs, feedback, and environ­
ment.32 Ludwig von Berta lanffy, a b io lo g is t ,  developed general systems 
theory,  which is  widely recognized as the philosophical base of modern 
theory .33
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The systems concept and the systems approach are the foundations 
of modern organization and management theory. In the context of the 
systems concept the modern theoris ts  recognize tha t  social s truc ture  
consists of five basic parts:  Individuals , each with a par t icu la r  per­
sonality structure; a formal organization; an informal organization; a 
process of fusion between the f i r s t  three  parts;  and a physical se t t ing 
or environment in which the organizational system operates .3^ The 
organization is viewed, basically, as an open system.
In addition to the incorporation of the systems concept and 
approach, there are f iv e  other basic dist inguishing charac te r is t ics  in 
modern organizational theory. F i r s t ,  organizational systems are seen as 
being probabi l is t ic  r a th e r  than determinis t ic ,  i . e . ,  one is capable of 
predicting output but one is never sure .  Second, modern theor is ts  see a 
need for  certain processes to continue in operation i f  the organization 
is to survive. These processes include decision making, communication, 
and performance evaluation.  Third, individuals in organizations are 
seen as being multi-motivated. Fourth, modern theory tends to be 
descriptive rather than normative or prescr ip t ive .  F if th ,  modern theory 
is m ult i -d isc ip l ina ry .35 
Organizations as Open Systems
Recent changes in organization structure  place emphasis on pro­
cesses or flow of resources as opposed to the vert ica l  flow of 
authori ty . The systems concept is the  primary conceptual development 
which is contributing to the evolution of modern organizational s truc-
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t u r e s .  Katz and K a h n 3 6  convincingly apply the systems concept to a 
theore t ica l  model for  understanding organizations. In p a r t icu la r ,  they 
argue that:  "Social organizations are f lag ran t ly  open systems in that
the  input of energies and the conversions of output into fur ther  energic 
input consists of transactions between the organization and i t s
environment."37
The basic premise for  applying open systems theory to organiza­
t ions  is that  a l l  organizations are open to environmental influence.
Some are more open than others . However, some degree of closedness is 
necessary to prevent system d is in tegra t ion  and collapse.  Katz and Kahn 
s e t  for th three in te r re la ted  concepts — system openness, system coding, 
and system boundaries, tha t  have to do with the re la t iv e  autonomy of 
system functioning and with system d i f fe ren t ia t io n  from i t s  environment. 
Katz and Kahn describe "system Openness" as the most general of these 
concepts and i t  re fe r s  to the degree to which the system (organization) 
is  receptive to a l l  types of inputs. Organizations vary with respect  to 
the  range of inputs tha t  can be absorbed.38
"System coding, is the major procedure for insuring spec i f ica ­
t ions  for the intake of information and energy, and i t  thus describes 
the  actual functioning of b a r r ie rs  separating the system from i t s  
environment."39 Most organizations have rules  for  the exclusion of 
information but these rules generally are not systematically developed. 
The general p rac t ice  is to have specialized s tructures  for  the screening 
o f  information. The screening c r i t e r i a  may specify only information be
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accepted th a t  is relevant to the questions or problems which must be 
addressed by the organizational leaders .
System boundaries are the " . . .  demarcation l ines  or regions for  
the de f in i t ion  of appropriate system a c t iv i ty ,  for admission of members 
into the system, and for other imports into the system."40 a system or 
organizat ion boundary l im its  the type of in terac t ion which may occur 
between individuals on the inside and those on the outside.  Since an 
organization must have in terac t ion with i t s  environment, certain of i t s  
members must occupy "boundary posit ions" to help in the output of ser ­
vices or products and in the input of materia ls  and people into the 
system.
In an open system approach to organization theory, the organiza­
tion is  f i r s t  conceptualized as an "importing-transforming-exporting 
system." Secondly, the organization is  viewed as being in constant 
in te rac t ion  with i t s  environment —importing, and exporting people, 
m ater ia l ,  energy or information. Therefore, some phenomena internal to 
the organization are viewed as p a r t i a l l y  determined by phenomena ex te r ­
nal to the organization.
An organization defined in open-system terms displays a cyclic  
pattern  of energy exchange with i t s  environment. To maintain th is  pa t­
terned a c t iv i ty  there must be a continued renewal of the inflow of 
energy. In social systems th is  renewal of energy is  assured by the 
energic return  from the product or outcome. This is ref lected  in the 
se l l in g  of products to obtain resources to buy new raw material.  Some
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social  organizations,  such as u n ivers i t ie s ,  do not depend upon the cycle 
of se l l ing  and buying for  energic renewal but depend rather on l e g i s l a ­
t iv e  appropriations and g i f t s  from benefactors. I f  energic renewal is  
not received from the environment the social system would soon succumb 
to  entropy and reach a s t a t e  of equilibrum and in a c t iv i ty .41
Katz and Kahn ident i fy  nine c h a rac te r i s t ic s  common to a l l  open 
systems. These common c h a rac te r i s t ic s  are paraphrased as follows:
1. Importation of Energy— Open systems import some form of energy 
from the external environment . . . .  No social s t ruc ture  is 
s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  or self-contained.
2. The Through-Put— Open systems transform the energy available  to 
them.
3. The Out-Put— Open systems export some product into the environ­
ment.
4. Systems as Cycles of Events— The pattern of a c t iv i t i e s  of the 
energy exchange has a cyclic character . The product exported 
into the environment furnishes the sources of energy for  the 
repe t i t ion  of the cycle of a c t iv i t i e s .
5. Negative Entropy— To survive, opens systems must move to a r res t  
the entropic  process; they must acquire negative entropy. . . . 
There i s  then a general trend in an open system to maximize i t s  
ra t io  of imported to  expended energy, to survive and even during 
periods of c r i s i s  to l ive  on borrowed t i m e . . . .
6. Information Input, Negative Feedback, and The Coding Process— 
The inputs . . . consis t  not only of energic materials  [but] . .
. are a lso  informative in character and furnish signals to the 
s t ruc tu re  about the environment and about i t s  own functioning in 
re la t ion  to  the environment [feedback].
The reception of inputs into the system is se lec t ive .  Not 
all  energic  inputs are capable of being absorbed into every 
system. The general term for  the se lec t ive  mechanisms . . .  of 
a system . . .  is coding.
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7. The Steady State and Dynamic Homeostasis— The importation of 
energy to a r res t  entropy operates to maintain some constancy in 
energy exchange, so th a t  open systems which survive are charac­
terized by a steady s t a t e .  . . . Through the tendency toward a 
steady s ta te  in i ts  s implis t  form is homeostatic, . . . the 
basic principle  is the preservation of the character of the 
system. . . . The system will tend to import more energy than 
is required for output.
8. Differentia t ion— Open systems move in the direction of d i f ­
feren t ia t ion  and elaboration. Diffuse global patterns are 
replaced by more specialized functions.
9* Equif inal i ty— Open systems are fur ther  characterized by the 
principle  of equ if ina l i ty .  . . . According to th is  pr inciple ,  a 
system can reach the same final  s ta te  from differ ing i n i t i a l  
conditions and by a var ie ty  of paths .42
Decision In Administration
There is a growing in te r e s t  in decision-making and decision­
making structure in the higher education environment. Gore suggests 
tha t  much of the current in te re s t  in decision-making " . . .  stems from 
the quiet ly  emerging conviction that  choice is a potent cause in deter­
mining the eff icacy of organizational processes ."43 He suggests that  
The development of th is  in te re s t  resulted from a succession of pro­
fessional  judgments about the dimensions of organization key to effec­
t iv e  administration.
The modern practice of administration i s ,  in part ,  rooted in 
in te l lec tua l  developments dating back approximately one-hundred years. 
The study of administration began in the 1880's when an in te re s t  devel­
oped in gaining a more formal understanding of governmental administra­
t ion .  Attention f i r s t  focused on proper organizational s t ructure  as a
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vehicle  for the creat ion of e f fec t iv e  lines of control .  This led to the 
conceptualizat ion of a d i s t inc t ion  between l ine  and s ta f f  as a structure  
for  e ffec t ive  administrat ion.  From the mid-1880's unt i l  the middle 
1930‘s ,  concepts of organization s t ruc tu re  dominated the study of admin­
i s t r a t i o n . ^  Leadership and communication techniques became the focus 
of human r e l a t i o n i s t s  who studied the administrative process in the la te  
1930's . A fragment of the be l ie f  th a t  leadership was a key to more 
e f fec t iv e  administration soon came to  re s t  in d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g . ^  Thus, 
the current i n te r e s t  in decision-making is the r e s u l t  of a gradual 
emergence of a conviction tha t  choice is  key to organizational e ffec­
t iveness .
The term "decision-making" has always held a place in administra­
t iv e  theory but only recently  has i t  emerged as a recognized dimension 
of organization key to i t s  effect iveness .  As ear ly  as 1937, Luther 
Gulick, in his c la s s ic  essay, The Theory of Organization, c i t e s  deci­
sion making as a crucial  " line" function and defines "directing" as 
. . the continuous task of making decisions . . . .46 I t  remained 
for  Herbert Simon to  cas t  decision-making in a s ta r r ing  role:
Although any p rac t ica l  a c t iv i ty  involves both 'deciding' and 
'do ing ' ,  i t  has not commonly been recognized tha t  a theory of admin­
i s t r a t io n  should be concerned with the processes of decision as well 
as the processes of action.  This neglect stems perhaps from the 
notion th a t  decision-making i s  confined to the formulation of 
overall  policy.  The task of deciding pervades the en t i re  admin­
i s t r a t i v e  organization quite as much as does the task of doing— 
indeed i t  is in teg ra l ly  t ied  up with the l a t t e r . 4?
As i t  happened, the role  of decision making in administration 
c ry s ta l l iz ed  a t  the time when powerful new in te l lec tua l  tools  for  
dealing with complicated problems were evolving. S t a t i s t i c a l  decision
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theory, operations research and computers to handle the many calcu­
lat ions were reaching a degree of maturity. Because these tools were 
consistent  with Westernman's preoccupation with the ra t iona l  system of 
action and the r a t i o n a l i s t i c  t rad i t io n  of our administrative doctrine,  
the technology of Management Science formed the base for  much of the 
l i t e r a tu r e  on decision-making which appeared in the f i f t i e s  and 
s i x t i e s . Decision making has only recently  become an e x p l ic i t  subject  
in management education.
Rath has traced the development and application of management 
science tools  for decision making in univers i ty  operation. He found a 
fundamental suspicion about computer technology and mathematical tech­
nology applied to management in the higher education e n v i ro n m e n t .49 
However, he noted tha t  operat ion’s research and management science tech­
niques have had some success in the area of scheduling problems. For 
other i n s t i tu t io n s ,  economic analysis  has been the real achievement of 
note. Simulation and predic t ive  s tudies  of manpower and personnel s tud­
ies of facu l ty  were found to be s ig n i f ic an t .  Rath reports  that  con­
siderable  success has been achieved in unit  cost analysis  impact 
s tu d ie s .88 Rath concludes tha t  the functional level of the  in s t i tu t io n  
involving rooms, s tudents , teachers,  and dollars  has received the most 
a t ten t ion ,  because a l t e rna t ive s  can be generated and evaluated.51 The 
decision-making process in functional areas has benefited most from the 
application of opera t ion 's  research too ls .  I t  is possible that  wider 
introduction of time-sharing rea l- t ime systems will st imulate  fur ther  
use of management science tools  in the higher education environment.
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In summary, decision-making is key to the effect iveness of the 
organizat ion. Recognition of th is  emerged from a succession of pro­
fess iona l  judgments over many years about the dimensions of organization 
which determine i t s  effect iveness .  The ro le  of decision-making in 
administrat ion became c lear  about the same time th a t  s t a t i s t i c a l  deci­
sion theory, opera t ion 's  research and the technology of management 
science in general had reached some degree of maturity. However, the 
applicat ion of these tools  to decision making in the college and univer­
s i t y  has had limited success.
Decision Theory
Decision requires  the se lection of a course of action. Decision 
theory, in general,  is  concerned with choices between two or more 
mutually exclusive courses of action. Decision theory is  not a theory 
in the sense of a well-supported hypothesis, but ra ther  a body of 
knowledge, theorems, equations and algorithms th a t  enable one to make 
the best  use of a l l  avai lable  information when a course of action must
be decided upon.52 Decision theory as i t  ex is ts  today, tends to be pre­
s c r i p t i v e —te l l  ing the decision maker how he ought to make a decision.
I t  does not necessar i ly  describe how decisions are actually made. A 
b r i e f  review of the evolution of decision theory w i l l ,  in pa r t ,  explain
t h i s  or ientat ion of the decision th e o r i s t s .
Classical  Decision Theory
Classical Decision Theory has i t s  origin in the theory of prob­
a b i l i t y  which provided the mathematical basis for  s t a t i s t i c a l  inference.
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Decision theory was formally launched by Abraham Wald in the 1940's as 
he and other economics wr i te rs ,  such as Savage and Hurwicz, addressed 
the question: "How should we deal with problems of choice under uncer­
ta in ty  where probabil ity  figures are not ava i lab le?"^  A l i t t l e  la te r ,  
von Newman, and Morganstern applied the theory of probabil ity  to Game 
Theory (often used as a synonym for decision theory) which focused 
attention on mathematical decision th e o r i e s .54 Thus, decision theory 
was f i r s t  developed by economists and mathematicians.
Fliege suggests th a t  there are two distinguishable types of 
choices; " r isk less"  and "risky" choices. A r iskless  choice si tuat ion is 
where the se lection of a given a lterna t ive  A always leads to a given 
outcome B. Riskless decision theory developed largely in c lass ical  eco­
nomics and i s  highly prescr ip t ive  in nature. Briefly, r i sk le s s  decision 
theory s t a te s  that  given a choice between two alternative  courses of 
action, the individual should choose tha t  one which produces the maximum 
gain. Riskless decision theory in economics gave r i se  to the  concept of 
the "economic man." The assumed charac te r is t ic s  of economic man are
(1) he has complete knowledge of the outcomes of any course of action he 
might choose, (2) he is  ra t iona l ,  which implies that he will order out­
comes and wil l  choose th a t  outcome which will maximize posi t ive  gain or 
minimize negative g a i n . 55
"A r isky  choice s i tua t ion  is where the selection of a l te rna t ive  A 
leads to a given outcome B only a cer ta in  proportion of the time and 
leads to other  outcomes the res t  of the t ime."55 The basic concepts of
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r isky  decision theory focus on the value of an outcome and the probabil­
i t y  of that  outcome being rea l ized .  These variables are combined into 
what i s  called expected value .57 The concept of expected value was, 
again, used to postulate  how a person should behave when confronted with 
choices involving r i sk .  He should choose the a l te rna t ive  which would 
maximize expected value .55
While there is  great in tu i t iv e  appeal to the defini t ion of 
ra t iona l  behavior in both the r i sk less  and risky decision theor ies ,  i t  
became quickly apparent tha t  neither  theory describes how people 
ac tua l ly  behave. In an attempt to describe more accurately the behavior 
of people, Bernoulli introduced the concept of u t i l i t y . 55 Bernoulli 
suggested that  people do not maximize expected value in the sense of 
expected amount of some commodity, but maximize "moral expectation," 
which today we would call expected u t i l i t y . 55
The concept of " u t i l i ty "  became a tool of the economists in the i r  
u t i l i t a r i a n  theor ies ,  and i t  was basic in the formulation of the theory 
of games proposed by von Newman and Morgenstern.
Psychologists became in teres ted  in the  concepts of u t i l i t y  and 
expected u t i l i t y ,  and a f te r  World War I I ,  studied r i sky  decision making 
in great  de ta i l .  Psychologists have contributed much to the under­
standing of decision making by pointing out that decision making is 
r e a l ly  a complex psychological process .51 The r e s u l t s  of these studies 
indicated that Bernoull i 's  simple formulation and the prescriptive  
theor ies  that have evolved from the Theory of Games did not describe 
how people actual ly  behaved in decision-making s i tua t ions .
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Psycho logical study has done much to bridge the gap between 
descript ive  and prescrip t ive  decision-theory. This gap bridging has 
taken place largely through study of probabil i ty  and u t i l i t y .  A few 
moments of ref lec t ion  reveal that  there are psychological variables 
operating with p robabi l i t ies .  Psychologists have pointed out that  
psychological probabi l i t ies  and re la ted  feelings of cer ta inty  do not 
necessarily correspond to objective p ro b a b i l i t i e s .5  ^ This has led to 
the postulation of "behavioral decision theory," which l ike  other 
theories of behavior, aspires to give an accounting and explanation of 
human behavior—in pa r t icu la r  of human decision.53
Behavioral Decision Theory
Fliege provides an in teres t ing statement which explains the 
emergence of behavioral decision theory a lbei t  somewhat pedantic: "The
major concern of pure decision th eo r i s t s  has been to t e l l  people how 
they should decide. Psychologists,  those s c ie n t i f i c  students of behav­
io r ,  have been working j u s t  as hard to show th a t  people don 't  do l ike 
decision theo r i s t s  say they should do."5  ^ The emphasis in behavioral 
decision theory tends to be descriptive and i t  t r i e s  to explain how 
decisions are actually made.
Decision theory concerns the use of reason in human decision­
making and a good deal of the recent work in decision theory concerns 
the hypothesis that human behavior i s ,  as a ru le ,  ra t ional .  In decision 
theory, the rat ional man is  he who, when confronted with a decision 
s i tua t ion ,  makes the choice (decision) that  is best  for him.
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Psychologists have pointed out th a t  the “best" decision must be the one 
consis tent  with a person's  preferences and b e l i e f s . 55 In the l a s t  two 
decades, many researchers and w ri te rs  of organizational theory have 
questioned the ea r l ie r  "rational-comprehensive" approach and i t s  prac­
t i c a l i t y  and usefulness in describing real decision processes in organi­
zat ions. Porat provides three simple propositions upon which he 
believes the new movement r e s t s :
a. Individuals do not attempt to maximize u t i l i t y  but seek to 
achieve a l te rna t ives  tha t  are ' s a t i s f a c t o r y . 1 A sa t i s fac to ry  
a l t e rn a t iv e  is  one tha t  s a t i s f i e s  the ' level  of a sp i ra t io n . '
b. The level of aspira t ion changes over time, going up when 
achievement goes up, coming down when achievement comes down. I t  
adjusts  upward f a s t e r  than downward.
c. I f  an indvidual sees an a l te rn a t iv e  tha t  is sa t i s fac to ry ,  he 
wil l not search very vigorously for  additional a l t e r n a t iv e s .55
This approach reduces decision-making to the pr inc ip le  of 
"marginal s a t i s f a c t io n . "  Both modern behavior-oriented economics and 
modern economics-oriented psychology agree th a t  decision makers in all  
types of organizations f ind themselves in an imperfect world in which 
consequences of selected options are uncertain. In t h i s  environment, 
searching fo r  new options and evaluating them is seen as cost ly .  The 
chance of l i t t l e  success in th is  search reduces the desire  to search as 
widely as a purely ra t iona l  being might search to obtain complete in for­
mation on the s i tua t ion .  Therefore, the typical  decision maker in the 
rea l  world often searches for solutions only unt i l  a s a t i s fac to ry  choice 
i s  found.57
This concept of marginal sa t i s fac t io n  gives r i s e  to the pr inc ip le  
of  "bounded ra t io n a l i ty " :
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Behavior is ra t ional  within cer ta in  l imits .  . . .  By u t i l i z i n g  the 
pr inc ip le  of bounded r a t i o n a l i t y , i t  is  possible to explain why the 
perceivers,  a l te rna t ives  and the perceived consequences of each of 
these a l te rna t ives  have the content they do ra th e r  than to  take them 
as given. . . .
The behavioral theory postulates t h a t ,  because of the executives'  
l imited capacity  and the exceedingly complex world he faces in the 
organizat ion, his decision making represents a somewhat incomplete 
process. . .
He has a sub jec t ive , s implif ied view of the decision s i tu a t ion  that  
can be called his de f in i t ion  of the s i tua t ion .  The elements that  
make i t  up are the re s u l t s  of the psychological and sociological 
processes involving the executive.®**
Up to th is  point,  l i t t l e  has been said about what influences the 
decision and the decision maker. Looking at a decision s i tua t ion  in a 
simplif ied way, the decision maker wants to arr ive a t  a "good" or 
"correct" decision. At l e a s t  two parameters are re l i ed  upon, the f i r s t  
being the desired end r e s u l t  or the goal he is t ry ing to accomplish, and 
the second being the fac ts  supplied in the information avai lable.  But 
as Porat pointed out , the minute we introduce normative concepts of 
"good" or "correct" more than goal and f a c t  parameters must be con­
sidered,  i . e . ,  the concept of value.69 As Simon puts i t ;  every decision 
involves elements of two kind which he c a l l s  "factual"  and "value" e le ­
ments. Simon asse r ts  tha t  "decisions are more than factual proposi­
t ions .  . . they have an e th ica l  as well as a factual  c o n t e n t . I n  
t h i s  context, Simon defines decision as ". . . a  conclusion drawn from a 
se t  of premises—value premises and factual  premises."71
Many influences are imposed on the decision and the decision 
maker, and human r a t i o n a l i ty  operates within the l im its  of a psychologi­
cal and sociological e n v i r o n m e n t . T h i s  gives r i s e  to the concept of 
"decision-making s t ructure"  which will be discussed in a l a t e r  section.
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Cyert and March provided one of the more complete statements of a 
behavioral theory of decision-making.73 Porat presents an excellent  
annotated summary of the two major organizing devices of the Cyert and 
March theory. Because of i t s  relevance to  the current investigation an 
extended quote from Porat is included here:
1. The Exhaustive Variable Categories
a. Two se ts  of variables affect ing the goals of an organization.
(1) The set  tha t  influences the dimensions of the goals (what 
things are viewed as important).  This depends on the com­
posi t ion of the organizational coa l i t ion ,  the organiza­
t ional  divis ion of labor in decision making, and the 
de f in i t ion  of problems facing the organization.
(2) The se t  influencing the aspira t ion level of any par t icu ­
l a r  goal dimensions. This depends on the organizat ion 's
past performance and of other "comparable" organization.
b. Two sets  of variables  affecting the organizational expec­
t a t i o n s .
(1) The set influencing the process of drawing inferences.
(2) The se t  influencing the process by which information
is made available to the organizat ion,  p a r t icu la r ly  
those affect ing research a c t iv i t y  within the firm.
c. Two sets  of variables affecting organizational choice.
(1) The se t  influencing the standard decision ru les .  This 
depends on the past experience of the organization and 
the past  record of organizational slack.
(2) The se t  influencing the order in which a l te rna t ives  are 
considered. This depends on the part  of the organiza­
t ion in which the decision is  being made and past 
experience in considering a l te rna t ive s .
2. The major Relational Concepts
a. Quasi-resolution of co n f l ic t  which emphasizes:
(1) Goals are independent constra in ts  imposed on the organ­
ization by the members of the organizational coa l i t ion .
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(2) Local r a t i o n a l i ty  dealing only with a limited set of 
problems and a limited se t  of goals.
(3) Acceptable-level decision ru le s ,  which require  local 
optimization by a ser ies  of independent decision centers .
(4) Sequential a t ten t ion  to goals ,  which helps to resolve 
c o n f l i c t  among goals ,  in p a r t ,  by attending to d i f fe ren t  
goals at d i f fe ren t  times.
b. Uncertainty avoidance which emphasizes:
(1) Feedback-react decision procedures, which assume each 
problem is solved only as i t  a r i ses .
(2) Negotiated environment among firms aimed a t  eliminating 
uncertainty.
c. Problemistic search, which assumes three things:
(1) The search is motivated and i s  problem-oriented.
(2) The search is simple-minded in the sense th a t  i t  
r e f l e c t s  simple concepts of causal i ty .
(3) The search is biased and r e f l e c t s :  special t raining or 
experience, in te rac t ion  of hopes and expectations, and 
communication biases re f lec t in g  unresolved confl ic t  
within the organizat ion.
d. Organizational learning,  which emphasizes:
(1) Adaptation of goals as the function of: previous goals, 
organizat ional  experience with respect to the previous 
goals ,  and experience of comparable organizations respect  
to  the goal dimension in the past .
(2) Adaptation of a t ten t ion  ru les  by learning to  sc ru t in ize  
some c r i t e r i a  and ignore others and by learning to 
devote a t tent ion to some parts  of the ir  comparative 
environment and neglect other parts .
(3) Adaptation of search rules based on learning experience 
and changing environment.74
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Summary
Classical decision theory with i t s  origin in economics and mathe­
matics and based on the concept of ra t ional  man tends to be prescr ip t ive  
and does not describe how decisions are actually  made when conditions of 
uncertainty e x i s t .  There i s ,  however, a be l ief  tha t  the concept of 
ra t iona l  man makes good sense. Psychologists,  aware of the inadequacies 
of mathematical models of the decision process, have introduced the 
more complex concepts of u t i l i t y  and psychological probabil ity . 
Behavioral decision th e o r i s t s ,  while accepting the basic concepts of 
ra t iona l  man, suggest tha t  human r a t io n a l i ty  in the real world is 
"bounded r a t i o n a l i ty . "  Because of the complexity of the decision 
environment, the many influences on the decision process, and the cost 
of complete information the real-world decision maker tends to search 
for  and accept a "sa t is fac tory"  decision.
The difference between descr ip t ive  and normative decision theory 
s t i l l  remains somewhat blurred.  Despite the f a c t  that  a substant ia l  gap 
remains between the  two theories  of choice, researchers agree that  a 
strong in te rac t ion  between these two approaches is  essentia l  to the 
heal thy development of decision theory.
Decision-Making Structure
Decision making involves the se lection of a course of action from 
among possible a l te rna t ive  courses of action. Whether t h i s  choice is 
made by an individual or a group, the decision i s  made within an envi­
ronment which influences the outcome of the decision process. I t  was
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noted in the previous section tha t  human r a t i o n a l i ty  operates within the 
l imits  of a psychological and sociological environment. This environ­
ment provides the stimuli of decision. Simon postulates th a t :
. . . the stimuli  of decision can themselves be controlled so as to 
serve broader ends and a sequence of individual decisions can be 
integrated into a well conceived plan. The del ibera te  control of the 
environment of decision permits not only the integration of choice, 
but i t s  soc ia l iza t ion  as well.  Social in s t i tu t io n s  may be viewed as 
regular izat ion  of the behavior of individuals  through the subjection 
of t h e i r  behavior to stimulus patterns soc ia l ly  imposed upon them.
I t  is  in these patterns t h a t  an understanding of the meaning of 
organization is  to be found. '5
Simon has, in essence, described the function of a decision­
making s t ruc tu re .  I t  is an environmental influence on the decision 
maker which to some degree imposes a control on the decision-making pro­
cess. The concept of decision-making s t ruc tu re  or control system is a 
r e l a t i v e ly  recent one. The developmental trend of decision-making 
s t ruc tu res  has not yet  been isolated  and described by s c i e n t i s t s .
Despite i t s  recent emergence as a concept, considerable speculation is 
found in the l i t e r a t u r e  about the possible components and nature of 
decision-making s t ruc tu re .
A decision is  the r e s u l t  of p a r t i cu la r  habits  of thought being 
applied to a s i tu a t io n ,  but as Diesing points out, "thinking is  not an 
uncaused, se lf -generat ing a c t iv i t y  . . .  i t  has determinants." Diesing 
goes on to define decision-making s t ruc tu re  as ". . . the se t  of socio­
cultura l  determinants of p rac t ica l  thought." Diesing elaborates on his 
de f in i t ion  when he s ta te s :  "The p o l i t i c a l  s t ruc ture  of the group is the 
organization of the  forces which determine how i t s  decisions are made,
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tha t  i s ,  i t s  decision-making s t r u c tu r e . "77 Helsabeck suggests a some­
what narrower view when he defines decision-making s t ruc ture  as . . 
the formal and informal pa ttern  of decision-making prerogatives of mem­
bers of a p o l i t i c a l  system."78 George Steiner ,  although he does not 
name i t ,  recognizes decision-making s t ruc ture  in the context of a busi­
ness organizations '  planning process:
. . .Any company with an organized planning process has an integrated 
se t  of in s t i tu t io n a l  arrangements within which decision-making can 
proceed in an orderly fashion. In t h i s  se t t ing  there are understood 
guides for ,  r e s t r a in t s  upon, and st imuli  to make decisions. . . .
Even though a company does not have an organized planning processes, 
the decision-making, except in the smallest of companies, is  made in 
an in s t i tu t io n a l  se t ting in which the c h a rac te r i s t ic s  of the organi­
zation and the people in i t  bear heavily upon the decision-making 
process. The way things are done, the way people think, the infor­
mation systems, and other such elements, influence how decisions are 
made and carr ied out. The decision-making tha t  goes on in a company 
cannot be understood without a comprehension of these environmental 
f o r c e s . "79
Decision-making s t ruc tu re  is a prerequis i te  for  any decision 
whether i t  is a group decision or a decision by an individual.
Components of a Decision-making Structure
Diesing id e n t i f i e s  th ree  primary components of any decision­
making s t ruc ture :
1. A decision-making s t ruc tu re  is composed in the f i r s t  place of 
discussion re la t ionsh ips  - talking and l is ten ing ,  asking questions 
and answering them, suggesting courses of action and accepting them. 
These re la t ionsh ips  are combined in a se t  of ro les  which, in a 
s e t t l e d  group, get recognized and assigned to individuals . In 
Western groups, some usual ro les  are those of an idea man, a c r i t i c ,  
a moderator, a technical expert ,  a foreign re la t ions  man, a 
conscience f igu re ,  and a leader.
2. A decision-making s t ru c tu re  is composed second, of a se t  of 
b e l ie f s  and values, more or less held in common by par t ic ipa t ing  mem­
bers .  . . . Values determine the goals tha t  are acceptable within the 
group, the possible des ires ,  needs, external pressures,  obligations,  
and so fo r th .  . . .
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3. A th ird  component of a decision-making s t ruc ture  is  the commitments 
already accepted by a group, and the courses of action in which i t  is 
already engaged. All decisions have to be made in an actual context 
of actions and commitments resu l t ing  from previous decis ions .88
Diesing suggests th a t  a l l  three components described appear in a l l  deci­
sions s t ruc tu res ,  though in a great  var ie ty  of forms.
Diesing goes on to s t a t e  tha t  any decision-making s t ruc ture  must 
have two ch a rac te r i s t ic s  to e x is t  at  a l l .  "F i rs t ,  i t  must make possible 
the presentation of a p lu r a l i t y  of f a c t s ,  values, norms, and action 
a l te rn a t iv e s ."  He names t h i s  c h a rac te r i s t i c  " d i f fe ren t ia t ion ,"  follow­
ing Bales's terminology in his experiments on role  d i f fe ren t ia t io n  in 
decision-making groups. "Second, i t  must make possible  a unified reso­
lu t ion  which incorporates at  l eas t  some of the presented mater ia l ."
This c h a rac te r i s t i c  he c a l l s  " u n i f ica t ion ."8!
A decision-making s t ruc tu re  is d i f fe ren t ia ted  when i t  provides 
posit ions for  pa r t ic ipan ts  with d i f fe ren t  ideologies or points of view. 
Par t ic ipants  with d if fer ing  ideology wil l f requently  disagree on the 
nature and importance of the problem under consideration and also on the 
fac tual  environment. However, these d i f fe ren t  points of view are an 
important input to  the decision in tha t  they may provide a varie ty  of 
a l te rna t ive  courses of action for  consideration.
Diesing points out tha t  a posit ion for pa r t ic ipan ts  with d i f ­
fe r ing  ideologies means tha t  they should actually  pa r t ic ipa te  in deci­
sion making, not merely be a member.83 Helsabeck also emphasizes th is  
d e f in i t ion  of p a r t i c ip a n t .83 A person actual ly  p a r t ic ipa te s  only i f  his
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ideas and fee l ings  are accepted ser iously  by other group members, i . e . ,  
the  pa r t ic ipan t  has authori ty  within the group. Simon s ta te s  tha t :  " Of 
a l l  the modes of influence, authori ty  i s  the one th a t  chiefly  
dist inguishes the behavior of individuals as pa r t ic ipan ts  of organiza­
t ions from th e i r  behavior outside such organizat ions."84 
There are two bases for  authori ty , respect  and fea r .  While these two 
may "shade into  one another" they are somewhat d i f f e ren t .  Respect is 
derived from the personal q u a l i t ie s  of the individual which may be use­
fu l  to the group. However, respect alone is not su f f ic ie n t  as a source 
of authori ty . Authority must be strong enough to demand consideration 
even when disagreeable f a c t s ,  needs, or obligations are presented by the 
pa r t ic ipan t .  Such author i ty  may be derived from power. Diesing defines 
power as ". . . the a b i l i t y  to i n f l i c t  unpleasant consequences a t  w i l l . 1 
This may be the r ight  of veto or the power of dismissal.  This authori ty  
i s  usually associated with posit ion i , e . ,  a superior/subordinate  r e l a ­
t ionship .  But Diesing suggests tha t  " . . .  the most usual kind of power 
i s  the contr ibution a person makes to  an organizat ion 's  a c t i v i t i e s .  The 
more important a person's  contributions are, the more dangerous th e i r  
removal would be, and the fea r  of removal forces people to l i s t e n  to his 
views."88
A decision-making s t ruc ture  i s  "d i f fe ren t ia ted ,"  then, when i t  
provides posi t ions  for  a varie ty  of pa r t ic ipan ts  who bring to  the group 
d if fer ing  ideologies and the group l i s t e n s  to and considers d i f fe ren t  
view points because of the "authority" of the individual pa r t ic ipan t  who
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presents them. Since a d i f fe ren t ia ted  s t ruc ture  provides for  the con­
s iderat ion of d iffer ing  view points there must be a mechanism for  u n i f i ­
cation of diverse proposals i f  a decision on a course of action is  to be 
reached.
"Unification of diverse proposals in a decision s t ruc ture  is 
based par t ly  on mutual understanding, iden t i f ica t ion ,  and t r u s t . " 86 But 
when a common ideology is  not shared, and t r u s t  and a sense of iden t i ty  
are weak, some fur ther  basis of unif icat ion  is  necessary in the 
decision-making s t ruc tu re .  Centralizat ion of authority  is  the most 
dependable basis .  Centralization can be accomplished by giving some­
one the role  of making the f ina l  decision,  narrowing the scope of par­
t ic ip a t io n  or appointing a court of l a s t  appeal. Central authori ty  is 
most e ffec t ive  when th a t  power is supplemented by group delegation and 
by the personal qu a l i t i e s  of the individual in th is  "center" p o s i t io n .8?
Centralization of the f ina l  decision-making prerogative may 
increase unif icat ion  but i t  usually decreases d i f f e ren t ia t io n .  In 
highly d i f fe ren t ia ted  s t ruc tures  i t  may be possible to develop un i f ica ­
tion in stages through a "hierarchy of unifying cen ters ."  While th i s  
does not automatically resolve the co n f l ic t  between unif icat ion  and d i f ­
fe ren t ia t ion  i t  does allow for  greater d i f fe ren t ia t ion  than a single 
central au th o r i ty .88
Centralizat ion conf l ic t s  with the requirement fo r  widespread par­
t ic ip a t io n  in a p o l i t i c a l  system. Structures such as colleges and uni­
v e r s i t i e s  which are concerned primarily with in tegrat ive  decisions,
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(decisions which require  the progressive ass imilation of ideological 
d i f fe rences) ,  must have widespread p a r t ic ipa t ion  and a r e l a t iv e ly  per­
missive central  f igure .  In tegra tive  procedures and decisions involve 
bringing out hidden fee l ings ,  expectations, anx ie t ies ,  and hopes. The 
nearest  thing to a solution of the c o n f l i c t  between d i f fe ren t ia t io n  and 
un if ica t ion  is  a decision-making s t ruc tu re  which varies the amount of 
cen t ra l iza t ion  and the degree of pa r t ic ipa t ion  according to the kind of 
problem being addressed.®9 Who should p a r t i c ip a te ,  amount of p a r t i c i ­
pation,  degree of cen t ra l iza t ion  are issues tha t  have been frequent
subjects of research in the arena of higher education.
Shea, in his research on the decision-making process in a speci­
f i c  community college,  found the decision-making s t ruc tu re  to be 
strongly centra l ized .  He concluded tha t  there  are two major c o n tr i ­
buting fac tors  to cen t ra l iza t ion  in the specif ic  college studied: the 
apparent lack of in te r e s t  on the pa r t  of facu l ty  in academic governance, 
and the Presidents '  perception of his  ro le— he f e l t  that  his prior 
experience and the r e la t iv e  inexperience of the facu l ty  obligated him to
play a decisive role  in the decision-making process .9®
Dill investigated the role  of the un ivers i ty  senate in the 
decision-making s t ruc tu re  at three u n iv e rs i t ie s .  He found tha t  although 
senates were designed to increase the influence of facul ty  and students 
in the governance process, i t  appeared, i ron ica l ly ,  tha t  a senate had 
the  grea tes t  power and hence the grea tes t  membership sa t i s fac t io n  when 
the administration exerted strong control within the senate. Dill
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concludes tha t  the reason for  th is  appears to l i e  in the incomplete 
"democratization" of the un ivers i ty  governance process .9*
Gaudreau conducted an empirical inquiry into the nature and 
existence of a "decision-making climate" at an in s t i tu t io n  of higher 
education. Through questionnaire and interview, Gaudreau determined how 
administrators,  facu l ty  and students perceived themselves and the others 
in the decision-making process. Administrators general ly perceived 
themselves as e i the r  the dominant group in the decision-making process 
or sharing i t  with facu l ty .  Administrators cons is ten t ly  ascribed lesser  
roles to themselves than do facu l ty  and students . Faculty are per­
ceived, and perceive themselves in e i th e r  a dominant or consulta tive 
ro le  in most areas of decision making. Student leaders tended to see 
t h e i r  ro le  as others saw i t —l i t t l e  or no ro le  except on selected 
problems re la ted  to student welfare .92
Organizational Charac te r is t ics  and Decision-Making Structure
A univers i ty  is  a societa l  organization and as such encompasses 
both a formal organization and a social organizat ion.  The formal 
organization is  the formally approved se t  of pos i t ions ,  committees, 
departments and operational uni ts  which usually appear on an organiza­
t ion char t .  The formal organization also includes s ta ted  goals, p o l i ­
c ies ,  ru le s ,  and regulations which govern how organizational units  are 
re la ted .  All of these act  to control the pattern of individual behav­
ior  and the pa t terns  of in te rac t ions  with others . Social organization 
re fe rs  to the informal groups of people th a t  form within the univers i ty
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environment based on th e i r  personal needs, motives, expectations, values 
and goals. These informal groups often develop a t t i tudes  and patterns 
of behavior tha t  may or may not be consistent  with the patterns of be­
havior prescribed by the formal organizat ion. Embedded within the 
u n iv e r s i ty ' s  formal and informal organizational s truc ture  can be found 
one or more decision-making s t ruc tu res .
The decision-making s t ruc ture  of an organization is  the control 
system within which decisions governing the a c t iv i ty  of the organization 
are made and transmitted. There are a number of organizational charac­
t e r i s t i c s  of colleges and un ive rs i t ie s  which tend to shape th e i r  
decision-making s t ruc tu re .  There appears to be general agreement in the 
l i t e r a t u r e  th a t  colleges and un ivers i t ie s  are unique kinds of pro­
fessional  organizations and that  they d i f f e r  in major c h a rac te r i s t ic s  
from industr ia l  organizations and business firms. These c r i t i c a l  d i f ­
ferences force the development of unique models of organizational 
decision making.
Goal ambiguity is  one of the chief  c h a rac te r i s t ic s  of academic 
organizations.  Business and industr ia l  firms seek to make a p r o f i t ,  
while government agencies as organizations carry out tasks specified by 
law. Since these organizations know where they are going, they can 
build decision-making s t ruc tures  to get them there .  By con tras t ,  co l­
leges and un ivers i t ie s  have vague, ambiguous goa ls .93 All too often 
they t r y  to be all  things to a l l  people but they ra re ly  have a single 
c lear  mission. Therefore, colleges and un ivers i t ie s  must build
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decision-making s t ruc tures  to struggle with uncertainty and co n f l ic t  
over goals. Gross and Grambsch have pointed out tha t  not only are uni­
v e rs i ty  goals ambiguous but there is a m u l t ip l ic i ty  of goals in that
environment.
Baldridge suggests th a t  not only are goals unclear in the aca­
demic environment, they are also highly contested. "As long as goals 
are l e f t  ambiguous and abs t rac t ,  people agree; as soon as they are 
concretely specified and put into operation, disagreement a r i s e s . " 95 In 
th e i r  book Leadership and Ambiguity Cohen and March comment:
Almost any educated person could deliver a lecture  e n t i t le d  'The 
Goals of The Univers i ty ' .  Almost no one will l i s te n  to the lecture  
vo lun tar i ly .  For the most pa r t ,  such lectures  and th e i r  companion 
essays are well intentioned exercises in social rhe to r ic ,  with 
l i t t l e  operational content. Efforts to generate normative s t a t e ­
ments of the goals of the univers i ty  tend to produce goals tha t  are 
e i th e r  meaningless or dubious.95
Peterson suggests tha t  i t  has become " t r i t e  and stereotypic" to 
note th a t  goals are extremely d i f f i c u l t  to define for  a college or uni­
v e r s i ty .97 Ambiguity and m u l t ip l i c i ty  of goals creates a conf l ic t  r i d ­
den s i tua t ion  and the decision-making s t ruc tu re  must provide the means 
to  resolve or neu tra l ize  c o n f l i c t  i f  decisions are to be reached.
Academic organizations are c l ien t -se rv ing  i n s t i t u t i o n s . By con­
t r a s t ,  business and industr ia l  organizations are product oriented.  This 
is an important d i fference,  because c l i en t s  place demands on the organ­
ization and can influence the decision-making processes of the i n s t i t u ­
t i o n . 9® While customer demands are considered by business and industry, 
the customer does not demand nor does he have a voice in the operation
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of the business organization. The c l i e n t  as a pa r t ic ipan t  in the 
decision-making process adds d ivers i ty  to the decision-making body of 
the univers i ty .
Non-routine technologies are required to meet the disparate  needs 
of c l ien t -se rv ing  organizat ions.  The technology required in manufac­
tur ing organizat ions is  specif ic  and can be segmented in order to make 
i t  routine.  Client-serving organizations must be concerned with tech­
nology for  dealing with minds, bodies, and s p i r i t s . "  Such technology 
cannot be e a s i ly  separated into small routine increments. Decisions 
concerning the choice and application of th i s  technology vary with the 
d isc ip l ine  being taught and the locus of these decisions tend to be 
spread across the professional  s t a f f .
A highly trained professional s t a f f  i s  required to apply the 
technology required in c l ien t -se rv ing  organizations such as higher edu­
cat ion.  These highly tra ined professionals  must use a broad reper to ire  
of s k i l l s  to deal with the non-routine problems of c l i e n t s .  Baldridge, 
e t  a l ,  summarize the c h a rac te r i s t i c s  of the professional as suggested 
by soc io log is ts :
1. Profess ionals demand work autonomy and freedom from supervision; 
they base th e i r  work on sk i l l  and expert ise  and demand to be l e f t  
alone to apply them.
2. Profess ionals have 'cosmopolitan' tendencies, and th e i r  loyal ty  
to peers in t h e i r  d isc ip l ine  around the nation sometimes 
c o n f l ic t s  with t h e i r  ' l o c a l '  tendencies to be good employees for  
th e i r  organization.
3. There are strong tensions between professional values and 
bureaucratic  expectations in an organization; these can in tensify  
c o n f l i c t  between professional employees and organizational 
managers.
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4. Professionals demand peer evaluation of th e i r  work; they feel 
only colleagues can judge t h e i r  performance, and they r e j e c t  the 
evaluation of noncolleague managers, even i f  those managers are 
technical ly  'super ior '  in the h i e r a r c h y . 100
Decision-making s t ruc ture  in the college and univers i ty  must be sen­
s i t i v e  to the professional environment in which i t  operates.
Colleges and un ivers i t ies  tend to have "fragmented1 professional 
s t a f f s . Diversity and fragmentation of the professional s t a f f  is  a 
dominant fea ture  of the academic organization and j u s t i f i e s  viewing the 
facu l ty  as c r i t i c a l  to the decision-making process .101 Faculty must be 
pa r t  of the decision-making s t ruc tu re .
Colleges and un ivers i t ie s  are experiencing and increase in ex te r­
nal pressures . All complex organizations are vulnerable to pressures 
from th e i r  environment; there is no completely "independent" or 
"autonomus" organizat ion. The degree of independence tha t  an organiza­
t ion has in regard to i t s  environment is a determinant of how i t  will be 
managed. Baldridge suggests tha t  colleges and un ivers i t ie s  are 
somewhere in the middle of a continuum from "independent" to 
"captured".1^2 M il le t t  notes tha t  the univers i ty  is a productive 
en terpr ise  tha t  does not charge the cost of services d i rec t  to i t s  
c l i e n t s  (students) but obtains a substant ia l  part  of i t s  f inancial 
resources from so c ie ty .103 Policy and often other  r e s t r i c t io n s  flow 
with these resources. Since the college or univers i ty  i s  dependent on 
these resources i t  must develop some organizational s t ructure  and mecha­
nism to help obtain them. The dependence on external agencies for
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funding and the p o l i t i c a l  pressures which accompany appropriations and 
g i f t s  impact management of the in s t i tu t io n  and the decision-making pro­
cess.
All of these organizational c h a rac te r i s t i c s  of the college or 
un ivers i ty  confer upon i t  unique organizational a t t r ib u te s .  These 
a t t r ib u te s  underlie any decision-making s t ruc ture  which may evolve or be 
purposely developed, and they in turn impact the decision-making process 
i t s e l f .  The decision-making s t ruc ture  must be able to handle c o n f l i c t ,  
i t  should have broad-based p a r t ic ipa t ion ,  respond to pressure and 
in te r e s t  groups and react  to external pressure. Governance models in 
essence define who will be involved in or p a r t ic ipa te  in decision making 
and the re la t ions  among these par t ic ipan ts .
Models of Decision-Making Structure
Since a l i t t l e  study by John J.  C o r s o n ^  published in 1960, 
governance in higher education became synonynomus with decision-making. 
Corson defined governance in a r e l a t iv e ly  r e s t r i c te d  sense and is  
paraphrased as follows: The authori ty  to  make rules  governing the con­
duct of, and re la t ions  among, those persons banded together as a college 
or univers i ty .  Spec if ica l ly  Corson was in teres ted  in the authori ty  and 
the respons ib i l i ty  to make decisions. Since Corson's study many 
attempts have been made to summarize and to capture the essence of the 
complex governance organization which cons t i tu tes  a college or univer­
s i t y .  During the 1960s and 1970s there was a flood of studies and com­
mentaries on governance and, in general ,  they a l l  accepted the de f in i -
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t ion  of governance as decision m a k i n g . A  special study by the 
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education en t i t le d  Governance of Higher 
Education defines governance as . . the s t ruc ture  and processes of 
decision making."106 The Commission made i t  c lear  tha t  they were 
dist inguishing governance from administration or management. M il le t t  
defines campus-wide governance as ". . . a  formal arrangement for 
involving various groups or const ituencies of the campus in a decision­
making s t ruc ture  and p r o c e s s . " ^  This def in i t ion  is consis tent  with 
Diesing 's  suggestion th a t  a decision s t ruc ture  must be "d i f fe ren t ia ted"  
by providing posit ions for  pa r t ic ipan ts  with d if fer ing  ideologies to be 
e f fe c t ive .
Several of the studies and commentaries of the 1960s and 1970s 
proposed governance models. Some of these models were descr ipt ive  of 
what the investigators  observed or experienced in various colleges and 
u n iv e r s i t i e s .  Other models were prescr ip t ive ,  suggesting ways to 
improve the governance process. Most emphasized increased par t ic ipa t ion  
of  facu l ty  and/or students in the decision-making process.
Organized Anarchy Model
One descr ip t ive  model which seems to have caught the fancy of 
many scholars of higher education is  the one suggested by Cohen and 
March. In t h e i r  study of the ro le  of forty-two college and univers i ty  
presidents sponsored by the Carnegie Commission, they se t  forth the 
thes is  tha t  American colleges and u n ivers i t ie s  belong to  a c lass of 
organization th a t  might be labeled "organized anarchy." They describe 
the  univers i ty  anarchy as follows:
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In a univers i ty  anarchy each individual in the univers i ty  is seen as 
making autonomous decisions.  Teachers decide i f ,  when, and what to 
teach. Students decide i f ,  when, and what to learn. Legisla tors  and 
donors decide i f ,  when, and what to support. Neither coordination 
. . . nor control are pract iced.  Resources are allocated by what­
ever process emerges but without exp l ic i t  reference to some 
superordinate goal. The 'dec is ions '  of the  system are a consequence 
produced by the system but intended by no one and decis ively 
control led by no o n e . 108
In many ways, the  organized anarchy image is in tr iguing as a 
model. Baldridge notes tha t  " i t  breaks through much t rad i t iona l  fo r ­
mality tha t  surrounds discussion of decision making."109 Mil le t t  is 
c r i t i c a l  of Cohen and Marches' summary in th a t  the  authors did not 
explore o ther  models of governance that  had been put forward in the 
l i t e r a t u r e .  "Apart from a considerable discussion about the  special 
circumstances of the president  in t h i s  organizat ional  se t t in g ,  Cohen 
and March said very l i t t l e  about the organizat ional  concept i t s e l f .
The authors were concerned about pres identia l  leadership more than about 
organizational theory."HO
The term "organized anarchy" does help to expand our conceptions 
of the  decision-making s t ruc ture  in college and u n iv e rs i t ie s .  I t  d i s ­
lodges the more or less t rad i t iona l  image of the "bureaucracy" and 
ra ises  questions about the "co l leg ia l"  model which seems to be cherished 
by the  academic community. I t  suggests a "looser,  more f lu id"  kind of 
organizat ion.
Students of higher education and organizational  th eo r i s t s  agree 
on one point,  tha t  col leges and un ivers i t ies  belong to a class of social 
systems that  can be labeled "complex organizations."  Baldridge contends 
that  i f  we are to understand these organizations,  we must draw upon many
-5 8 -
d isc ip l ines  ranging from sociology and social psychology to administra­
t iv e  t h e o r y . H2 Three models which have received widespread a tten t ion  
in recent years do draw on these d isc ip l ines .  They are the 
"bureaucratic ,"  "col leg ia l"  and " p o l i t i c a l"  models. Each of these 
models pose a d i f fe ren t  decision-making s t ruc tu re  and a d i f fe ren t  pat­
tern  of pa r t ic ipa t ion  in the decision-making process.
Bureaucratic Model
When we think of bureaucracy—our thoughts usually focus on 
governmental organizat ions.  These organizations do general ly display the 
Webernian paradigm with the following ch arac te r i s t i c s :
—high degree of specia l iza t ion  
—hierachial  authori ty  s t ruc tu re  with limited areas 
of command and respons ib i l i ty  
-- impersonali ty of re la t ionships  between organizational 
members
—recruitment of o f f i c i a l s  on the basis of a b i l i ty  and tech­
nical knowledge
—d i f f e ren t ia t io n  of private  and o f f ic ia l  income and fortune,  
and so on.
The bureaucratic  model is most c lea r ly  presented by Blau in his 
discussion of the organization of academic w o r k . H 3  Blau concludes 
th a t  his data comparing a government agency (employment securi ty  
agencies) administrat ive s t ruc tu re  with tha t  of academic in s t i tu t io n s  
reveals  " s t r ik ing  p a r a l l e l  s . " 1 1 4  At the same time, Blau notes the
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incompatibil i ty  between bureaucratic  authori ty  of administrators in 
o f f ic ia l  posi t ions , and the professional authori ty  of facu l ty  evolving 
from t h e i r  expert knowledge. Blau recognizes the existence of organiza­
tional dualism and s ta tes:
The generally recognized differences in ju r isd ic t ion  between 
bureaucratic  and professional authori ty  avert many potential  
c o n f l i c t s .  University administ rators rare ly ,  i f  ever, t e l l  facul ty  
members what topics to cover in t h e i r  c lass  or how to conduct ex­
periments, and facu l ty  members acknowledge th a t  class schedules must 
be coordinated by administrators. . . But ju r isd ic t ions  cannot 
always be neatly  separated, and con f l ic t s  a r i se  when they cannot 
be. . . . The d is t r ibu t ion  in decision making and influence between 
the administration and the facu l ty  in an academic in s t i tu t io n  repre­
sents the extent to which bureaucrat ic and professional authority  
predomi nates. ^ 5
Blau drew several conclusions. He suggests that  in matters of 
educational policy facu l ty  tend to dominate such decisions. But he 
notes tha t  the power exerted by fac u l ty  varies among in s t i tu t io n s .  
Factors which influence the  variance include s ize  of the in s t i tu t io n ,  
quali ty  of the facul ty ,  affluence of the  in s t i tu t io n ,  and the extent  of 
research a c t iv i ty .  "The f a c u l ty ' s  obligations to teaching and research 
l imit  t h e i r  involvement in formulating polic ies and par t ic ipa t ing  in the  
governing of the  univers i ty  or c o l l e g e . " ! ^  Biau thus concludes that  
bureaucracy does come into con f l ic t  with scholarship.
While Blau suggests tha t  there are many pa ra l le l s  between a 
government bureaucracy and higher education organizations there are 
others who believe th a t  the  bureaucratic  model f a l l s  short  in explaining 
un ivers i ty  governance, especia l ly  i f  one is primarily concerned with 
decision-making processes. Baldridge, et  a l , provide the  following 
c r i t ique :
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F i r s t ,  the bureaucratic  model t e l l s  us much about ' a u th o r i ty 1 — 
legi t imate , formalized power—but not much about power based on 
nonlegitimate th rea ts ,  mass movements, expert ise ,  and appeals to 
emotion and sentiment. . . Second, the  bureaucratic  paradigm 
explains much about the formal s truc ture  but l i t t l e  about the dyna- 
mic processes of the  in s t i tu t io n  in action. Third, the bureaucratic 
paradigm deals with the formal s t ruc ture  a t  one p a r t i cu la r  time, but 
does not explain changes over time. Finally, the  bureaucratic  model 
does not deal extensively with the crucial task of policy formula­
t ion .  . . I t  does not deal with p o l i t ica l  issues, such as the 
e f fo r t s  of groups within the univers i ty  to force policy decisions 
favoring t h e i r  special in te re s t s .
John M il le t t  also c r i t i c i z e s  the  bureaucratic  model because he 
believes that  i t s  inherent c h a ra c te r i s t i c  of hierarchy of authority  
is not . . a r e a l i s t i c  representa tion of the  interpersonal r e l a ­
tionships which ex is t  within a college or u n iv e r s i ty .1' ! ^
Summary
P a ra l le l s  to bureaucracy do ex is t  within the college and univer­
s i ty .  There are routine bureaucratic  processes that  are a v i ta l  part  of 
the univers i ty  administration.  Selected types of decisions are made in 
bureaucratic  fashion through a hierarachia l  s t ruc tu re .  Finally, there 
is an obvious high degree of spec ia l iza t ion  in the  tasks carried out by 
individual members of the organization.  Despite these pa ra l le l s  many 
researchers  and w r i te rs  have consciously rejected the bureaucratic  model 
as a t ru e  representa t ion of the  universi ty . They have pointed out many 
obvious shortcomings. Some of these c r i t i c s  have declared the  univer­
s i t y  a "collegium", or "community of scholars".
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The Collegial Model
The collegial model is the  second most common way of charac­
t e r iz in g  the organizational s t ructure  of colleges and un ivers i t ies .
John M il le t t ,  one of the foremost proponents of the  "col leg ia l"  model, 
argues that  the college or univers i ty  has . . l i t t l e  i f  any 
resemblance to the  generalized conceptions of organization which may be 
applicable to cer ta in  types of governmental administrative agencies and 
c er ta in  types of business e n t i t i e s . M i l l e t  describes the college 
and univers i ty  as follows:
Instead of being organized upon the  pr inc ip le  of a hierarchy of 
authori ty ,  our colleges and un ivers i t ies  are organized in te rna l ly  
upon th e  pr inc ip le  of a community of authority . Power is shared by 
four d i f fe ren t  cons t i tuen t  groups in the  academic e n t i ty .  These 
groups are facul ty ,  s tudents , alumni, and administration.  Each 
group possesses substantia l power. Such power might be used for 
se l f -des t ruc t ion .  In pract ice,  the  power of each const i tuent  group 
is brought together  in a community of authori ty  which enables each 
college and un ivers i ty  to pursue i t s  noble purpose.I20
Baldridge id en t i f i e s  three d i f fe ren t  themes which he believes runs 
through the l i t e r a tu r e  expounding the collegia l  model. The f i r s t  is 
tha t  there should be fu l l  pa r t ic ipa t ion  of the  members of the  academic 
community—the facu l ty ,  in the management of the  i n s t i tu t io n .  The 
second theme concerns the "professional" authority  of facul ty .  I t  is 
based on the idea t h a t  professionals hold author i ty  because of what they 
know and can do, ra ther  than on the basis of t h e i r  o f f i c i a l  posit ions.
The th i rd  theme focuses on what Baldridge c a l l s  "a utopian operational 
p resc r ip t ion ."  In response to what some call the "impersonal bureaucra­
t ized educational system," many c r i t i c s  are c a l l ing  for a return to  the
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"acadetnic community." 121 Baldridge evaluates these three  themes
running through the l i t e r a tu r e  of the  collegial  model as follows:
The ca l ls  for the  p ro fessor 's  professional freedom, for consensus and 
democratic consulta tion,  and for more humane education are a l l  sup­
ported by legi t imate and appealing arguments. Few would deny tha t  
our u n ive r s i t i e s  would more t r u ly  be centers of learning i f  we could 
somehow—implement these objectives.  However, there is a misleading 
s implic i ty  about these otherwise persuasive arguments, because they 
gloss over many of the  r e a l i t i e s  of a complex u n i  v e r s  i ty .  122
Archie Dykes reports on some of the r e a l i t i e s  surrounding facu l ty
p a r t ic ipa t ion .  He conducted an empirical study of facu l ty  par t ic ipa t ion
at  a large mid-western universi ty .  Faculty members generally have
strong views about what t h e i r  ro le  in decision-making should be. To
assess these views in a quanti f iab le  way, Dykes interviewed 20 percent
of the  co l lege 's  faculty ,  a to ta l  of 106 persons, asking what the  ro le
of facu l ty  should be in six broad areas of in s t i tu t io n a l
decision-making: academic a f f a i r s ,  personnel matters ,  f inancial
a f f a i r s ,  capital improvements, s tudent a f f a i r s ,  and alumni r e la t io n s .
Five choices were presented, representing varying degrees of influence
from almost complete facu l ty  d iscret ion to no facu l ty  invol vemen1.123
Dykes found a pattern in the  response views about the f a c u l ty ' s  "proper"
ro le  in th e  various areas of decision-making.
The fu r th e r  removed decisions were perceived to be from academic 
a f fa i r s  and the educational program, the less in teres ted th e  facu l ty  
was in claiming an inf luentia l  role.  Thus, the  respondents said the 
f acu l ty  should have a determining role in decisions about 'academic 
matters '  (including personnel),  less influence in f inancial  matters ,  
capi ta l  improvements, and student a f f a i r s ,  and l i t t l e  involvement in 
public and alumni a f f a i r s .  124
The tendency to dichotomize decisions into educational and non-
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educational categories was noted by Dykes, but went " large ly  unrecog­
nized" by those persons in his sample. This dualism of decision-making 
prerogatives presents a dilemna in the  collegia l  model. I t  suggests 
t h a t  the degree of c o l l e g i a l i t y  varies with the type of decision to be 
made. I t  will be recal led tha t  th is  dichotomy or dualism also presented 
a dilemna in Blaus' description of the  bureaucracy model of higher edu- 
cat i  on.
Dykes found the  conception of th e  facu l ty  as an a rb i te r  of pro­
posals and recomnendations presented by the administration to be a popu­
l a r  one. Dykes c a l l s  th is  the " le g i s la t iv e  conceptualization" of the  
f a c u l ty ' s  role.  He concludes that  th i s  a r ises  out of a sense of suspi­
cion on the  pa r t  of the  fa c u l ty  th a t  decisions of considerable moment to 
the  facu l ty  are made from time to time without i t s  knowledge or
a p p r o v a l . 1 2 5
Dykes sample re f lec ted  considerable ambivalence about facu l ty
p a r t ic ipa t io n .  He summarizes th is  f inding as follows:
On one hand, the  respondents prescribed an active, in f luen t ia l  role  
in decisions;  on the other  hand, they showed a strong ret icence to 
give the  time and energy such a r o l e  demands. Claiming the r igh t  to 
manage th e i r  own a f f a i r s  as a society of scholars, they revealed an 
ubiquitous d is l ik e  for  pa r t ic ipa t io n  in facu l ty  government; and not 
wishing to assume the  burden of decision-making themselves--they 
were re lu c tan t  to accord others the  r ig h t  to do so. 126
Dykes concludes tha t  his  study " . . .  revealed a disturbing 
discrepancy between what the facu l ty  perceived i t s  role  in decision­
making to be on the  campus under study and what i t s  ro le  is in
r e a l i t y .  "127
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The "collegium" is a r a th e r  ambiguous concept and the idea of 
roundtable decision making does not accurately r e f l e c t  the real world 
s i tua t ion  in higher education in s t i tu t io n s .  Certainly, there are 
examples of collegial  decision making, espec ia l ly  at the  department 
leve l ,  but the  collegial  model does not general ly  characterize the to ta l  
i n s t i t u t io n .  In th is  regard, Baldridge poses an in te res t ing  question: 
"Are the  wri ters  saying th a t  the univers i ty  js^ a collegium or tha t  i t  
ought to be a collegium?"128
A fu r th e r  concern about the  collegial  model is tha t  i t  f a i l s  to 
deal adequately with the problem of confl ic t .  The univers i ty—1 ike many 
other social  organizat ions,  is  fragmented into in te res t  groups, each 
having i t s  own se t  of goals or at l eas t  i t s  own in te rpre ta t ion  of the  
organizat ion 's  goals. In such an environment, co n f l i c t  is natural and 
can be beneficial  in promoting a l te rna t ive  courses of act ion.  The pro­
ponents of the  collegia l  model suggest tha t  c o n f l i c t  is resolved pr i ­
marily through consensus—but th is  is no more correct  than to say 
conf l ic t  is resolved in a bureaucracy by bureaucratic  ru les .  Baldridge 
suggests: "What is needed is a model tha t  can include consensus fac to rs  
and bureaucratic  processes, and tha t  can grapple with power plays, 
co n f l ic t ,  and the rough-and-tumble p o l i t i c s  of many academic
i n s t i t u t i o n s . "129
P o l i t ica l  Model
J .  Victor Baldridge is probably the foremost proponent of the  
"po l i t ica l  systems" model of univers i ty  governance. 130 He does not
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to ta l  1y re j e c t  the other two major models of governance—collegia l  and 
bureaucrat ic , which he says offer genuine ins ights .  The po l i t i c a l  model 
proposed by Baldridge assumes tha t  complex organizations can be studied 
as minature p o l i t i c a l  systems which contain in te res t  groups, and 
c o n f l i c t  s i tua t ions  much as are found in c i ty  and s ta te  government. 
Baldridge selected policy formation as the focal point for  his model, 
because major po l ic ies  r e f l e c t  the organizat ion 's  commitments, and set 
the s t ra teg ie s  for  f u l f i l l i n g  those commitments.131
Baldridge makes six assumptions about the p o l i t i c a l  process in 
formulating his model.
1. In ac t iv i ty  tends to preva i l .  "For most people most of the time, 
the policymaking process is  an unin teres t ing ,  unrewarding a c t i ­
v i ty ,  so they allow administrators to run the show."
2. Par t ic ipa t ion  in the decision-making process is f lu id  with people 
moving in and out of the process.
3. The un ivers i ty ,  as a social organizat ion, is  fragmented into 
in te r e s t  groups with d i f fe ren t  goals and values.
4. Conflict is normal in fragmented, dynamic social systems and not
necessar i ly  a symptom of breakdown.
5. Formal authori ty  in the un ivers i ty  is severely limited by the 
p o l i t i c a l  pressure groups which are active in the organization.
6. External in te r e s t  groups are important sources of pressure and 
therefore ,  decision-making does not occur in a campus-bound
vaccuum.132
The purpose of any model is to provide a framework for  analyzing 
and explaining the process being modeled. As Baldridge described i t  in
Power and Conflict in the Uni vers i t y , 3-33 the p o l i t i c a l  model offers  an
analy t ical  scheme for  describing and mapping the p o l i t i c a l  events around 
individual organizational decisions.  He defines f ive  points of analysis 
in his p o l i t i c a l  model:
-6 6 -
1. Social s t ruc tu re -  Academic organizations are spl in tered into 
groups with basica l ly  d i f fe ren t  l i f e  s ty les  and p o l i t ica l  
in te re s t s .  . . Many of the current  confl ic ts  on campus have 
t h e i r  roots in the complexity of th i s  academic social s t ruc tu re ,  
and in the complex goals and values held by these divergent 
groups.
2. In te res t  a r t i cu la t io n -  Attempts a t  p o l i t i c a l  intervention come 
from external groups, facu l ty ,  student, s t a f f ,  and administra­
tion and the a r t icu la t io n  of the divergent in te res ts  is  a fun­
damental process.
3. The l e g i s la t iv e  stage-  University l e g i s l a t iv e  bodies such as 
committees, senates, boards, e tc . respond to pressures on 
them, and attempt to transform the con f l ic t  into p o l i t i c a l l y  
feas ib le  policy.
4. Formulation of policy- Policy formulation re su l ts  when a r t i c u ­
lated in te res ts  have gone through c o n f l i c t ,  compromise, and 
l e g i s la t iv e  stages . Policy then represents an au thor i ta t ive ,  
binding decision which commits the organization to a course of 
action re f lec t ing  a se t  of goals and values.
5. Execution of policy- Formulated policy is turned over to the 
bureaucratic  process for  routine execution. Execution of 
policy may generate a new round of p o l i t i c a l  co n f l ic t  and the 
process may begin again.*34
Baldridge summarizes his p o l i t i c a l  model as follows:
. . . There is a complex social s t ruc ture  that  generates mult iple 
pressures,  there are many sources and forms of power and pressure 
tha t  impinge on decision makers, there is a l e g i s l a t iv e  stage that  
t r an s la te s  these pressures into policy, and there is a policy execu­
t ion phase tha t  generates feedback and po ten t ia l ly  new c o n f l i c t s . *35
V ar iab i l i ty  of Decision-Making Structure
We can conclude from the l i t e r a tu r e  reviewed to th is  point tha t  
organizat ional  s t ruc tu re ,  p o l i t i c a l  s t ructure  and a se t  of socio­
cultural  determinants combine and in te rac t  to create the decision-making 
s t ruc tu re—the organization of forces,  which determines how a pa r t icu la r  
group's decisions are made. We can also conclude tha t  there does not
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appear to be a single generally accepted model of decision-making s t ruc ­
ture  in colleges and u n iv e r s i t i e s .  The question remains: "Who decides
what?" There appears to be a dualism of authori ty  created in part  by the 
subject  matter of the decision—educational vs. non-educational. Formal 
authori ty  for  decision-making on various key issues is vaguely defined 
and Peterson suggests th a t  in p rac t ice ,  even th is  is seldom followed.136 
Helsabeck suggests tha t  decision-making s t ruc tu re  in colleges and uni­
v e r s i t i e s  varies depending on the type of decision being made and the 
level of the decision-making un i t  involved.137
Helsabeck has conducted in te res t ing  research on the v a r i a b i l i ty  
of decision-making s t ruc tu re  in the college or univers i ty  se t t ing  and 
has formulated a useful conceptual framework for  viewing the events 
re la ted  to  decision-making in the in s t i tu t io n a l  environment.
Helsabeck sets  fo r th  the proposition tha t  decision-making s t ruc ­
tures  should be described in terms of democratic or ol igarchic  par­
t ic ip a t io n .  He ca l ls  a t ten t ion  to the number of decision-making units  
in the organization and makes the  d i s t in c t io n  between a "federated" and 
"corporate" s t ruc tu re .  Helsabeck se t  up a decision typology which 
includes authori ty  a l loca t ion ,  resource a l loca t ion ,  resource acquisi­
t ion ,  and production.*38
The major th rus t  of Helsabeck's work was to hypothesize the 
nature of the connections between the independent variable-decision 
s t ruc tu re  and the dependent variable-organizat ional  effect iveness .  He 
defines the effect iveness  of an organization as i t s  a b i l i t y  to success­
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fu l ly  gain resources, a rr ive  at co l lec t ive  goals, convert the resources
into goal attainment, and maintain membership s a t i s f a c t i o n .139
Helsabeck concluded from his l i t e r a t u r e  review tha t :
. . . amount of pa r t ic ipa t ion  alone does not r e f l e c t  the varia t ions 
of conceivable decision-making arrangements as they bear on e ffec ­
t iveness .  Furthermore, even when the number and autonomy of groups 
(cen t r ic i ty )  i s  added as a concept, the possible variations leading 
to effectiveness are not represented. I t  is only by combining the 
amount of pa r t ic ipa t ion  and c e n t r ic i ty  to produce a higher order 
concept—decision s t ruc tu re  variance—that  the optimal arrangement of 
decision-making can be represented. This arrangement would seem to 
be a compound system, with high p a r t i c ia t io n  in the highest decision­
making groups for  those in s t i tu t io n a l  decisions th a t  a f fec t  a l l  mem­
bers ,  and with par t ic ipa t ion  in decision-making bearing on areas of 
expert ise  confined to those groups of members with the the appropriate
■ s k i l l s  and knowledge.1^0
Helsabeck then hypothesized tha t  the optimal system is  a "demo­
c ra t ic  corporate system" for  to ta l  i n s t i tu t io n a l  decisions and a 
"democratic federated system for  expert decisions. He fu r ther  hypothe­
sized tha t  decision-making s truc tures  within a given college or univer­
s i t y  vary depending on the type of decision and the level of the 
decision-making un i t  or uni ts  involved. Decision s t ruc tu re  variance 
thus, re fe rs  to the varia t ions of decision-making arrangements across 
types of dec is ions .1^1
In the Glaser and Strauss t r a d i t io n ,  Helsabeck then proceeded to 
ground these somewhat abstrac t  subjects in p i lo t  data collected at  four 
small, midwestern l ibe ra l  a r ts  colleges, which he iden t i f ied  only by 
names descrip t ive  of decision-making s t ru c tu re - -P o l i t i c a l  College, 
Brotherhood College, Consensus College, and Conservative College.
Helsabeck found tha t  by p lo t t ing  the decision-making arrangements 
iden t i f ied  and observed at  the four in s t i tu t io n s  on a se r ies  of two
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dimensional, four quadrant graphs he could graphically i l l u s t r a t e  and 
q u a l i t a t iv e ly  analyze the amount of p a r t ic ipa t ion ,  c e n t r ic i ty  and 
decision s t ruc ture  variance for  each type of decision and type of 
college.
Helsabeck found from his  case study data tha t  both a corporate 
and a federated role  existed within the same decision-making s t ruc ture .  
He also found democratic and oligarchic  par t ic ipa t ion  within the same 
decision-making s t ruc tu re .  Helsabeck argues convincingly tha t  par­
t ic ip a t io n  alone was an inadequate c r i t e r i a  for  explaining the nature of 
academic operations. The level of decision-making (federated or 
corporate) was equally important to an academic s t ruc ture .  In essence, 
Helsabeck found, in a l l  four colleges,  a compound system in which there 
were elements of both a corporate and a federated s t ruc ture .  Each 
college showed varia t ions in decision-making arrangements across types 
of decisions.
After analysis  of data from his p i lo t  study, Helsabeck re f lec ted  
upon three additional variables  which might influence decision-making 
s t ru c tu re —p o l i t i c a l  cu l tu re ,  external th rea ts  to the system, and 
membership expectation.
P o l i t ic a l  culture  re fe rs  to . . .  "the knowledge, b e l i e f s ,  and 
norms tha t  perta in  to p o l i t i c a l  phenomena—sp e c i f ica l ly ,  in th is  
instance, co l lec t ive  d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g . "142 External th rea ts  to the 
system refe rs  to  "events and circumstances outside the system which 
reduce the system’s survival capab i l i t i e s"  such as loss of revenue,
-7 0 -
accredi ta t ion  or m e m b e r s . 143 Membership expectation concept . . 
re fe rs  to members' perception of the most probable fu ture  s t a t e . "144 
This concept a ffec ts  the level of member s a t i s fac t io n ,  since s a t i s f a c ­
t ion with a s i tu a t ion  depends to a large extent  upon what one expects 
from i t .  Helsabeck modified his original  model by incorporating these 
three  additional variab les .
Summary
Decision-making s t ruc tu re  is  a prerequis i te  fo r  any decision. As 
defined in the l i t e r a t u r e ,  decision-making s t ruc tu re  consists of "the 
s e t  of socio-cultura l  determinants of prac t ica l  thought" and "the f o r ­
mal and informal patterns of decision-making prerogatives of members of 
a p o l i t i c a l  system." To be e f fec t ive  a decision-making s t ruc tu re  must 
provide posit ions for  a va r ie ty  of pa r t ic ipan ts  who can offer  d if fer ing  
ideologies and the s t ruc tu re  must provide a means for  eventual un i f ica ­
t ion  of diverse proposals into a decision.
Decision-making s t ruc tu re  varies from in s t i tu t io n  to in s t i tu t io n  
and from decision type to decision type. Several decision-making s t ruc ­
tu re  models have been proposed for  colleges and u n ivers i t ie s  but there 
does not appear to  be any one general ly accepted model tha t  may be used 
as a framework for  analysis . Some combination of elements from each of 
the three most frequently  discussed models—c o l leg ia l ,  bureaucratic  and 
p o l i t i c a l — may provide the best analytical  framework.
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DECISION PROCESS
Decision Making is a root process. I t  is intertwined with a l l  
human a c t iv i ty .  This pervasiveness of the decision-making process has 
been noted e a r l i e r  in th is  paper. In the college or univers i ty ,  as in 
any organization,  decisions must be made. Even the decision not to 
decide is  a form of decision.  Decision making is  the selection of a 
course of action.  This process of choice in the higher education 
environment is not well understood but i t  is generally agreed th a t  i t  is 
a complex process. Systematic study of the process has been infrequent 
and d i f f i c u l t  because the process is  only p a r t i a l l y  observable. A wide 
var ie ty  of approaches to analysis  of the decision process can be found 
in the l i t e r a t u r e .  The one thing common in all  of the approaches is  to 
break the complex process down into smaller parts  so that  i t  might be 
b e t te r  understood. This usually takes the form of iden t i f iab le  steps,  
phases or stages in the process. Some of these approaches will be 
reviewed in th is  sect ion.
The l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed in the prior  section indicates tha t  there 
is  some agreement th a t  the process of choice occurs within the context 
of a decision-making s t ruc tu re  and within an environment which offers  
both information and in f luen t ia l  s t imuli .  A d is t inc t ion  is  made between 
decision-making s t ruc tu re  and the aspect of administration involving the 
process of decision making. Structure defines the decision-making 
prerogatives and to some degree predetermines behavior pattern of the 
decision maker. Decision-making process, on the other hand, is the set
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of in terac t ion sequences which occur within th a t  s t ruc ture .  While th is  
d is t inc t io n  is made in t e l l e c tu a l ly  i t  is  an a r t i f i c i a l  one in the "real" 
world. Decision s t ructures  do not remain s ta t ionary  while we observe 
them, and decisions cannot be examined or evaluated apart from the 
s t ruc tu re  in which they are made. The diagnostic approach to 
understanding decision making requires examining decisions in terms of 
both t h e i r  s truc ture  and process .145
There seems to be no one r igh t  way to look at the decision pro­
cess.  The l i t e r a t u r e  suggests several perspect ives tha t  appear to be 
relevant to decision making in the higher education environment. The 
"correct"  way to  arr ive  at a decision in a p a r t i cu la r  s i tua t ion  may 
involve a blend of several schools of thought. Some of the perspectives 
f requently  found in the l i t e r a t u r e  are reviewed here.
Rational View of Decision Making
The ra t ional  ideal approach to decision making evolved from the 
s c i e n t i f i c  method and the application of inductive logic . The successes 
of the r igor  and comprehensiveness of the ra t ional  approach to science 
are legion and i t  appears logical that  these pr inciples  should have 
application to general decision making. The ra t ional  view of decision 
making was one of the e a r l i e s t  to  be developed in any d e ta i l .  The 
ra t iona l  approach is highly s t ruc tured ,  p resc r ip t ive ,  based on theorems, 
and focuses on the logic of optimal choice.146 Lindblom refe rs  to the 
ra t ional  ideal as the rational-comprehensive or root method of arr iving 
a t  d e c i s i o n s . G o r e  suggests tha t  ra t ional  s t ra tegy  and rat ional
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systems are " . . .  the formally sanctioned, p o l i t i c a l l y  legitimized 
basis fo r  mobilizing a soc ie ty 's  t a le n t s  and resources behind i t s  mani­
f e s t  purposes."^®
The core of the ra t ional  system of action is a formalized means - 
end re la t ionsh ip :  means are conceived to be evaluated and chosen in the 
l ig h t  of ends f i n a l ly  selected independent of and pr ior  to the choice 
of means. Gore observes the following:
When th is  s t ra tegy  is elaborated through the use of contingent deci­
s ions,  routinized responses, and a relevant ideology, the rat ional  
system of co l lec t ive  action can be t rans la ted  into a powerful mecha­
nism. This i s ,  of course, the organizational s t ra tegy underlying the 
economic operations and therefore  the standard of l iving of all  
Western so c ie t ie s .  I t  i s  so deeply embedded in these soc ie t ies  that  
even the masses understand i t s  essent ia l  dynamics and honor i t s  
central  place in th e i r  a f f a i r s .  So universal is our appreciation of 
and so i r r e t r ie v ab le  is our commitment to the rat ional  system of 
action that  we tend to perceive i t  as the basic mechanism of all  
co l lec t ive  socie ta l  processes .*49
The ra t ional  system of action c h a r a c te r i s t i c a l ly  includes a clear  
and concise de f in i t ion  of objectives in tangible ,  usually quanti ta t ive  
terms. I t  assumes th a t  the decision maker will c o l l ec t  and analyze all  
relevant  information. I t  demands tha t  a l l  possible a l te rna t ive  courses 
of action be iden t i f ied  and evaluated. F ina l ly ,  i t  assumes tha t  the 
decision maker will se lec t  the course of action tha t  will e f fec t ive ly  
and e f f i c i e n t l y  assure the achievement of the aims for  which the means 
was selected. The ra t iona l - idea l  approach to decision making is  charac­
te r ized  by l in ea r ,  step-wise a c t iv i ty  with each step being e s se n t ia l ly  
d isc re te .  This approach to decision making has been strengthened by the 
a t ten t ion  given to ,  and successes enjoyed by, operations research, s t a ­
t i s t i c a l  decision theory, and systems analysis . The basic elements of 
these procedures are c la r i ty  of objectives,  explici tness  of evaluation, 
a high degree of comprehensiveness, and, wherever possible, quan­
t i f i c a t io n  of values for  mathematical ana lys is .150 These advanced 
procedures, unfortunately, break down rapidly as problems become more 
complex and especial ly  when values come into conf l ic t .  Charles Hitch, 
while head of the Economics Division of RAND Corporation, one of the 
leading centers for  application of these techniques, has written:
I would make the empirical general ization from my experience at RAND 
and elsewhere that  operations research is the a r t  of sub-optimizing,
i . e . ,  of solving some lower-level problems, and tha t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
increase and our special competence diminishes by an order of magni­
tude with every level of decision making we attempt to ascend. The 
sor t  of simple exp l ic i t  model which operations researchers are so 
prof ic ien t  in using can cer ta in ly  re f le c t  most of the s ignif icant  
factors influencing t r a f f i c  control on the George Washington Bridge, 
but the proportion of the relevant r e a l i t y  which we can represent by 
any such model or models in studying, say, a major foreign-policy 
decision, appears to be almost t r i v i a l . ^ 1
The rational-comprehensive conception of decision making in 
organizations developed from the microeconomic assumption of a ra t iona l ,  
completely informed, single decision maker. I t  is s t i l l  appropriate for  
those decisions which are dominated by economic fac to rs ,  where an analy­
t i c  defin i t ion of the variables involved are needed together with a pre­
c ise ,  objective c r i te r ion  for  choice. However, the rat ional  ideal to 
remain consistent  with s c i e n t i f i c  canons, including pure sc ien t i f ic  
analysis , must be kept free from contamination by e thical  values and 
personal preference components of the decision-making process. Thus, 
at i t s  extreme, the rat ional  t rad i t ion  is completely u n rea l is t ic .
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Criticisms of i t  have been widespread in recent years.  Keen and Morton 
s t a te  tha t :  "There i s  v i r tu a l ly  no descr ip t ive  support whatsoever for
i t s  conception of decision m a k i n g . "152 Ma n n  concludes that  " . . .  there 
are profound and fundamentally incompatible differences between scien­
t i f i c  r a t i o n a l i ty  and the r a t i o n a l i ty  of the world of common s e n s e . "153 
The ra t iona l - idea l  is distinguished by i t s  f a i lu re  to incorporate adap­
t iv e  fea tu res .  Obstacles to an approximation of the ideal are numerous 
and deep seated. Decision makers have learned to explo i t ,  in quite 
systematic ways, adaptive s t ra te g ie s  for  decision making. Some of these 
s t ra te g ie s  found in the l i t e r a t u r e  will be explored in the following 
sect ions.
Behavioral Rational Choice
Herbert A. Simon is credited with beginning the demolition of the 
ra t ional  ideal model of decision making. In his a r t i c l e ,  "A Behavioral 
Model of Rational Choice,"154 Simon describes a sequence of a c t iv i t i e s  
th a t  usually characterize  a ra t ional  decision. (1) In every s i tua t ion  
of choice, there is a set  of "al l  behavior a l t e rn a t iv e s ."  This is a 
comprehensive l i s t  of all  possible a l t e rn a t iv e s .  (2) The decision 
makers "perceived" or "considered" a subset of these "behavior 
a l t e rn a t iv e s" .  (3) In evaluating these behavior a l te rna t ives  the deci­
sion maker explores "the possible  fu ture  s ta tes  of a f fa i r s "  tha t  might 
r e s u l t  from any choice. (4) Not a l l  outcomes are equally desirable.  
Since some are c lear ly  preferable the decision maker must consider the 
"pay-off function" tha t  r e f l e c t s  how much the decision maker values
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possible  outcomes of the perceived a l te rna t ives .  (5) The decision 
maker needs "information as to which outcome will actual ly  occur". The 
most useful and r e a l i s t i c  way in which to s t a te  th i s  information is a 
"probabi l i ty  that  a pa r t i cu la r  outcome will ensue" i f  a pa r t icu la r  
a l t e rn a t iv e  is  chosen. (6) As a f inal  a c t iv i ty  a course of action is 
se lected.
Simon's model of behavioral r a t io n a l i ty  shares many fea tures  with 
the ra t iona l - idea l  model but the points of departure are s ig n i f ican t .  
Three differences deal with information l im i ts ;  one with l im i ts  on 
a sp ira t ions ;  and the l a s t  two with the se r ia l  and the social  process 
nature of decisions. Dale Mann provides an analysis  of these d i f f e r ­
ences and a paraphrased summary i s  provided b e l o w . 155
The f i r s t  difference is  exp l ic i t  recognition tha t  the decision 
maker in the real world chooses a l te rna t ives  from some perceived subset 
of a l te rna t ives  ra ther  than from among a ll  possible  a l te rna t ive s .
Choices are constrained by the information readi ly  avai lable .  The 
second difference,  re la ted  to the f i r s t ,  recognizes that  information 
about any of the events and re la t ionships  relevant to the decision is 
always limited. The th i rd  difference points up the cost of searching 
for  additional information. Simon asks us to recognize tha t  we a l l  act 
on less than perfect  information. The fourth major d ifference between 
behavioral and ra t ional  decision making has to do with the aspirat ions 
of the decision maker. I t  is  now recognized tha t  when the decision 
maker finds a choice th a t  leads to a sa t i s fac to ry  end, tha t  choice tends
-7 7 -
to be accepted even though th a t  outcome is less than optimal. The "good 
enough" solution is  cal led " sa t i s f ic in g " ,  and i t  describes what most 
people will do in s i tua t ions  of choice.156 The f i f t h  departure from the 
ra t ional  ideal suggested by Simon is  recognition th a t  "the" decision may 
not be a singular  de f in i t iv e  selection of a course of action but rather  
a modification of a s imilar  prior  decision. In such cases decisions 
simply emerge with only the s l ig h te s t  additional e f fo r t  being added to 
what has gone before. Simon notes th a t  th is  se r ia l  process, in many 
cases, reduces the rat ional  content of f inal  decisions.  Finally ,  Simon 
argues tha t  the ra t ional  ideal puts too much emphasis on decision made 
by a s ingle  decision maker, when most decisions are instead made by 
groups, or at l eas t  involve a number of p a r t ic ipan ts .  The differences 
between the behavioral model and the ra t iona l - idea l  model of decision­
making suggested by Simon provide a good place to begin modifying the 
"c la ss ica l"  model to  r e f l e c t  the real world behavior of decision makers. 
Heuris t ic  Processes
Simon also contributed much to the l i t e r a t u r e  in regard to the 
process-oriented view of decision making. As an off  shoot of his work 
with A. Newell and G. C. Shaw15? on simulating human cognitive pro­
cesses,  he suggested tha t  most problem-solving s t ra teg ies  for  s a t i s ­
f ic ing  are based on h e u r i s t i c s—rules of thumb tha t  give solutions that  
are good enough most of the time. Heuris t ics r e f l e c t  "bounded 
r a t io n a l i ty " .  That i s ,  they are a compromise between the demands of the 
problem and the c a p a b i l i t i e s  and commitment of the decision maker.
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William Gore observed heu r i s t ic  processes in decision making in 
his study of the Lawrence, Kansas Fire Department. He suggests tha t  
h eu r i s t i c  processes are an a l te rna t ive  to rat ional  systems and are a c t i ­
vated when for  some reason the aspired- to-object ives are not forthcoming 
or are unlikely to be forthcoming.15® In describing what he means by 
the h e u r i s t ic  process Gore s ta te s  the following:
Whereas the ra t ional  system of action evolves through the iden­
t i f i c a t i o n  of causes and e f fec ts  and the discovery of ways of imple­
menting them, the heu r is t ic  process is  a groping toward agreements 
seldom arrived at  through logic . The very essence of the h eu r is t ic  
process is tha t  the fac tors  validat ing a decision are internal  to the 
personal i ty  of the individual instead of external to i t .  Whereas the 
ra t iona l  system of action deals with the  linkages between a co l lec ­
t iv e  and i t s  objectives and between a co l lec t ive  and i t s  environment, 
the heur is t ic  process is oriented toward the re la t ionsh ip  between 
tha t  pr ivate  core of values embedded in the center  of the personali ty  
and i t s  public counterpart ,  ideology.
The essent ia l  function of the heu r i s t ic  process is to induce a 
several-s ided , commonly held set  of understandings consist ing of a 
shared conception of the world in general . . . .  Mostly the a c t iv i ­
t i e s  undertaken in the name of h e u r i s t ic  decision making are indige­
nous and extraformal . . . .  As a r e s u l t  the agreements more or less 
vo lun tar i ly  arrived a t  usually represent some form of consensus.159
While Gore proposes heu r i s t ic  processes as an a l te rna t ive  to the 
ra t io n a l - id ea l  system, he does not suggest the abandonment of the 
ra t iona l  approach. He indicates that  1 . . .almost without exception a 
ra t iona l  decision is  preceded by a h e u r i s t ic  decision t raversing the 
same t e r r a in  but v icar ious ly  and through the emotions."15® He charac­
t e r i z e s  decision making as "a twisted,  unshapely, halt ing flow of 
in te rac t ions  between people, in terac t ions tha t  s h i f t  constantly from a 
ra t iona l  to a h e u r i s t ic  mode and back again ."1®1
Simon introduced a d is t inc t ion  between two polar types of deci­
sions by executives—programmed decisions and nonprogrammed decisions.
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He hastens to note tha t  these are not r ea l ly  d i s t in c t  types, but a whole
continuum, with highly programmed decisions at  one end of tha t  continuum
and highly nonprogrammed decisions at  the other end. He defines
programmed and nonprogrammed as follows:
Decisions are programmed to the extent th a t  they are r ep e t i t iv e  and 
rout ine ,  to the extent tha t  a d e f in i te  procedure has been worked out 
fo r  handling them . . . .  Decisions are nonprogrammed to the extent 
th a t  they are novel, unstructured and usually consequential.  There 
is  no cut-and-dried method for  handling the problem because i t  hasn ' t  
arisen before, or because i t s  precise  nature and s t ruc ture  are e lu­
sive  or complex, or because i t  i s  so important that  i t  deserves a 
custom-tailored t r e a tm e n t . " ! ^
Simon indicates th a t  the main reason for dis t inguishing between 
programmed and non-prograrraned decisions i s  that  d i f fe ren t  techniques are 
used for  handling these two aspects of decision making. He thus focuses 
on the idea th a t  there is  a re la t ionship  between problem-solving s t r a t e ­
gies and the nature of the task. Different  tasks require  d i f fe ren t  
approaches.
Simon has had an immense influence on management thought. Keen 
and Morton suggest tha t  fo r  many management s c ie n t i s t s  and MIS pro­
fess iona ls ,  "behavioral" is  equivalent to "Simon says." They also note 
th a t  he has provided the computer f i e ld  with most of i t s  central  ideas 
on decision making, and no student of MIS, OR/MS, or of organizational 
theory can afford to ignore his work.163 There i s  some concern 
expressed in the l i t e r a t u r e  that  Simon's influence has been so powerful 
th a t  arguments against his views have been overlooked. The following 
extended quote from Keen and Morton r e la te  th i s  concern.
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There are several powerful counters to his theories and on balance we 
would agree tha t  his conception is incomplete and onesided. While he 
has modified the ideals  of r a t i o n a l i ty  and reinforced th e i r  normative 
ethos, his  bounded r a t i o n a l i ty  i s  nevertheless r a t io n a l i ty .  C. 
Argyris (1970, 1971) has launched several t e l l in g  attacks on what he 
fee l s  is  Simon's j u s t i f i c a t io n  of a r ig id  s ta tus  quo in organizations 
and denial of the va l id i ty  of more emotive, i n tu i t iv e ,  and per­
sonalized approaches to  the appallingly complex process of making 
decis ions.  The p lu r a l i s t  t rad i t io n  of p o l i t i c a l  science . . . has 
also attacked Simon's views (see for  example, D. Braybrooke and C. E. 
Lindblom, 1970). J.  Weizenbaum (1976) has published a de ta i led  c r i ­
t ique of Simon's la te r  general izations from experiments on limited 
aspects of problem solving to a universal de f in i t ion  of the individ­
ual as an information processor. Agreement or disagreement with 
these c r i t ic ism s  - or with Simon - is  largely  axiomatic. Simon's 
work represents the most creat ive  and persuasive modifications of the 
ra t ional  t r ad i t io n .  Given his assumptions, his  arguments are bard to 
challenge. His c r i t i c ' s ,  espec ia l ly  Weizenbaum, presents humanistic 
a l te rna t ives  to those assumptions. The debate is  an important one 
and unlikely to be soon r e s o l v e d . 164
Decision Making As A P o l i t ic a l  Process
Many p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s  view the whole decision process as 
e s s e n t ia l ly  p l u r a l i s t i c  and suggest tha t  the ra t ional  ideal model does 
not describe decision making a t  a s t r a te g ic  or policy level .  The plura-  
l i s t s  view decision making as a p o l i t i c a l  process and emphasize the 
natural m u l t ip l i c i ty  of goals, values, and in te re s t s  in any organiza­
t io n .  Allison suggests tha t  in th i s  environment there is "no unitary 
actor but ra ther  many actors as players - players who focus not on a 
s ingle  s t r a te g ic  issue but on many diverse in ternat ional  problems as 
well;  players who act  in terms of no consis ten t  set  of s t ra teg ic  objec­
t iv e s  but ra ther  according to various conceptions of national , d iv i ­
s iona l ,  and personal goals; players who make decisions not by a s ingle ,  
ra t iona l  choice but by the pulling and hauling tha t  is  p o l i t i c s . " 1 6 5
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Decision making, in the organization is  not a neat ,  predictable, 
or control lable  process. Allison goes on to say: "Policy making is
therefore  a process of co n f l i c t  and consensus building. The advocate 
of a pa r t icu la r  policy must build a consensus to support his policy.  
Where there are r iva l  advocates or r ival  po l ic ies ,  there is competition 
fo r  support, and a l l  the techniques of a l l iance  appear - persuasion, 
accommodation, and b a r g a i n i n g . " ^
Lindblom, in his a r t i c l e  "The Science of 'Muddling Through'," 
suggests a method of decision making he c a l l s  "successive limited 
comparison" as being descr ip t ive  of decision making by administrators 
in a p o l i t i c a l  environment. The successive limited comparison method 
has several dist inguishing c h a ra c te r i s t i c s .  The f i r s t  is  tha t  evalua­
t ion  and empirical analysis  are intertwined, tha t  i s ,  the decision maker 
chooses among values and among po l ic ies  at one and the same time. Put 
another way, one simultaneously chooses a policy to a t t a in  cer ta in  
objectives and the objectives themselves. The second c h a ra c te r i s t i c  is 
t h a t  the administrator focuses his a t ten t ion  on marginal or incremental 
va lues .167
The ra t ional  system emphasizes comprehensiveness but l im i ts  on 
human in te l lec tu a l  capac i t ie s ,  and avai lable information, set  l im i ts  on 
comprehensiveness. Therefore administrators faced with complex problems 
must find ways to s ig n i f ic an t ly  simplify them. Lindblom argues th a t  his 
successive limited comparisons model r e f l e c t s  common pract ices  of 
s im pli f ica t ion .  F i r s t ,  s impli f ica t ion  is systematically  achieved
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through l imita t ion of policy comparisons to those polic ies  tha t  d i f fe r  
in r e l a t iv e ly  small degree from pol ic ies  presently  in e f fe c t .  Lindblom 
s t a te s :  " I t  is a matter of common observation th a t  Western democracies 
public administrators and policy analysts in general do largely l im it  
t h e i r  analysis to incremental or marginal differences in pol ic ies  tha t  
are chosen to d i f f e r  only incrementally. They do not do so, however, 
sole ly because they desperately need some way to simplify th e i r  
problems; they also do so in order to be r e l e v a n t . "16® The second 
method of s impli f ica t ion  of analysis is the prac t ice  of ignoring impor­
t an t  possible consequences of selected p o l ic ie s ,  as well as the values 
attached to these consequences. While th is  might appear to be a shor t ­
coming of successive limited comparisons, Lindblom argues tha t  i t  need 
not be because i f  these omissions prove to be c r i t i c a l  other agencies or 
other units  will serve as "watchdogs" and thus assure the necessary 
degree of comprehensiveness.I69
The f ina l  d i s t in c t iv e  element in Lindblom's successive limited 
comparisons model is t h a t  the comparisons, together with the policy 
choice, proceed in a chronological se r ie s .  Policy making is  viewed as a 
process of successive approximation to some desired objective in which 
what is  desired i t s e l f  continues to change under reconsidera t ion.^70 
Lindblom concludes by noting tha t  the successive limited com­
parisons model ". . . i s  in f ac t  a common method of policy formulation 
and i s ,  for  complex problems, the principal  re l iance  of administrators 
as well as of other policy analysts ."  Lindblom fur ther  concludes tha t
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th i s  method of decision making is descr ip t ive  of decision making in 
areas other than public administration when the problems are complex and 
demand s im p l i f ica t ion .171
Lindblom teamed up with David Braybrooke to write a book en t i t led  
A Strategy of Decision in which they se t  for th  the concept of 
"dis jointed incremental ism" as a fu r ther  adaptation to the l imita t ions  
of the ra t iona l - idea l  model. This decision making s tra tegy incorporates 
the basic ideas of Lindblom's successive limited comparisons method. 
Braybrooke and Lindblom summarize dis jo in ted  incremental ism st ra tegy as 
follows:
I t  is  decision-making through small or incremental moves on par­
t i c u l a r  problems rather  than through a comprehensive reform program. 
I t  is also endless; i t  takes the form of an indef in i te  sequence of 
policy moves. Moreover, i t  is exploratory in th a t  the goals of 
policy-making continue to change as new experience with policy throws 
new l ig h t  on what is possible  and desirable .  In th i s  sense, i t  is 
also b e t t e r  described as moving away from known social i l l s  rather  
than as moving toward a known and r e l a t iv e ly  stable  goa l .1™
Incremental decision making is characterized by s t ra tegy  and
dodges "developed fo r  dealing with very complex problems - s t ra teg ie s
th a t  are especia l ly  well adapted to  public policy a n a ly s is . " l7 3 These
include:
!• Sa t is f ic ing  decisions -  decisions tha t  f a l l  short of maximizing 
the desired value but are not too high in cost and so are good 
enough.
2. Remedial decisions - decisions th a t  are designed simply to rec­
t i f y  a condition from which i t  is desirable  to escape.
3. Serial  decision -  decisions that  are spec i f ica l ly  understood to 
be only the f i r s t  in a long series of rela ted  dec is ions .1™
H il l ,  e t  a l ,  comment on Braybrooke and Lindblom's d is jo inted
incremental ism as follows: "The framework of d is jo inted incremental ism
seems to be a great  improvement upon more rat ional  models of policy
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analysis . I t  does a be t te r  job of explaining po l i t i c a l  r e a l i t y .  I t  
addresses the problems of r e a l - l i f e  policy making by admitting only the 
p o l i t i c a l l y  relevant a l te rna t ives ;  by keeping all  costs in range; and 
by reducing the number of a l te rna t ives  to be explored, the information 
to be gathered, and the complexity of the ana lys is ."175
Diesing, in his discussion of p o l i t i c a l  r a t io n a l i ty  and p o l i t i c a l
decision making, introduces the concept of "cen ter" .175 He s ta te s  tha t
p o l i t i c a l  decisions are o rd inar i ly  made by the central  authori ty  of a
decision s t ruc tu re .
The central ro le  is  the one tha t  is most c losely involved with the 
whole s t ruc tu re  . . .  . I n  formal organizations where the central 
ro le  is a leadership ro le ,  the leader is  the one who has the f inal  
word in a decision process. Subordinates do the preliminary work of 
gathering information, making predict ions,  drawing up i n i t i a l  propo­
s a l s ,  evaluating, c r i t i c i z i n g ,  and modifying them; then the leader 
makes the f ina l  decision, and the process is completed."177
The "center" of a decision s t ruc tu re  is the focus of a var ie ty  of 
pressures coming from p a r t icu la r  parts  of the s t ruc ture .  Differences 
within the group r e la t iv e  to policy suggestions, ideologies,  and factual  
in te rp re ta t ions  are directed immediately at the center in a bid for  
acceptance, or they will eventually be so directed as they gain more 
general support and move up the organization hierarchy. Rejection by 
the center r i sk s  incurring displeasure while acceptance may mean 
displeasure of an opposed member of the group. Acceptance of 
suggestions acceptable to a l l  sides,  present no r isk  to the center.
Power struggles within the group may not concern the center i n i t i a l l y  
but they are cer ta in  to a f fec t  him eventually.
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Dies ing suggests tha t  compromise is almost always a ra t ional  pro­
cedure for  dealing with pressures from opposing fact ions within a group. 
"In the po l i t i c a l  process ideological differences are preserved within 
some basic unity; spec i f ic  agreements on action are reached by mediation 
and compromise without destruction of d i f f e r e n c e s . "178 jhe need for  the 
center to maintain independence in th i s  process is  basic in p o l i t i ca l  
decisions.
Diesing concludes tha t  there  are two ways for  a group center to  
deal with the various pressures focused on him and maintain his indepen­
dence. He can take a mediating ro le  and thus shunt pressure off  to
other parts  of the group, or he can a sse r t  the v a l id i ty  of group be l ie fs
against  deviant proposals and special in te r e s t s  and thus squarely r e s i s t  
the p r e s s u r e . 179 Diesing comments on the effectiveness of these two 
procedures:
The effectiveness . . . depends d i r e c t ly  on the strength and com­
position of the pressures focused on the center .  I f  a pa r t icu la r
pressure is  too strong, no amount of authori ty  will be su f f i c ie n t  to
r e s i s t  i t ;  and i f  a l l  the strongest  pressures come from one d irec­
t io n ,  they cannot e f fec t ive ly  be balanced by the weaker pressures 
from the opposite d irec t ion .  Thus a second, more long range, type of 
action is  necessary. The center  must so s t ruc tu re  the group tha t  the 
pressures on him are moderate and well balanced.I88
Two ways of accomplishing th i s  are proposed by Diesing. One way 
is  for  the center to increase his authori ty  until  i t  is strong enough to 
r e s i s t  any pa r t icu la r  pressure. A number of techniques for th i s  are 
suggested by Diesing and others can be found in management l i t e r a t u r e .
A second way is  for  the center  to s t ruc tu re  the group fo r  a wider and 
more even d i s t r ib u t ion  of power and respect ,  in p a r t i cu la r ,  he should
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t r y  to build up a second subgroup with which he can r e s i s t  the f i r s t .  
This i s ,  of course, a long-run process .181
External pressures on the center are deal t  with in much the same 
way as are internal  pressures.  Demands, th rea ts  and suggestions from 
external sources can be mediated by the group or they can be res i s ted  
with the force of the whole group. The success of th i s  will depend on 
the power of the group r e la t iv e  to other groups.
In summary, Diesing s ta tes  tha t  p o l i t i c a l  decisions made by a 
person in a central  ro le  of a decision s t ruc tu re  are based on three 
pr inc ip les  or imperatives:
1. Maintain independence in the face of all  pressures
2. Act to so s t ruc tu re  the group tha t  pressures are moderate and
balanced.
3. Prepare for  future  pressures.
Summary - Decision making in the p o l i t i c a l  environment involves 
many par t ic ipan ts  who bring to the process confl ic t ing  goals, values, 
idiologies and personal preferences . The ra t iona l - idea l  approach to 
decision making is  not adaptive to decision-making in th is  environment. 
Organizations have evolved decision-making processes which d i f f e r  sub- 
t a n t i a l l y  from the ra t io n a l - id e a l .  A number of researchers have 
observed the decision-making process in large organizations and have 
conceptualized adaptive models based on empirical data. Lindblom 
describes the "successive limited comparisons" method. This l a t e r  was 
labeled "dis jo inted incremental ism." Diesing suggests tha t  decision 
making in the p o l i t i c a l  environment is characterized by a process of 
"compromise" which is orchestrated by the "central authori ty" or
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"center" of the decision-making s t ruc tu re .  The center makes the f inal  
decision.  The incremental and se r ia l  nature of p o l i t i c a l  decisions is 
generally recognized.
Decision S tra tegies  Continuum
Frank A. Schmidt!ein, of the Center for  Research and Development 
in Higher Education, has conceptualized the ra t iona l - idea l  and d is­
jo in ted  incremental ism as being a t  the two extreme ends of a continuum. 
He labels  these "decision s t ra teg ie s"  as the Comprehensive/Prescriptive 
Strategy and the Incremental/Remedial S t ra tegy . I88 Schmidtlein con­
ceives the Incremental/Remedial Strategy (I/R Strategy) as being process 
driven with primary concern for the welfare of the individual; uncer­
t a in ty  being reduced through rapid, decentralized adaptation to  change; 
social control being maintained by a system of checks and balances. He 
notes tha t  the I/R s tra tegy has recently  gained many adherents among 
public  policymakers. The Comprehensive/Prescriptive Strategy (C/P 
Strategy) on the other hand focuses on the iden t i f i c a t io n  and measure­
ment of outputs with primary concern for the welfare of the group; 
uncertainty being reduced through analysis ,  prediction and implement­
ation of log ica l ly  consis tent  and comprehensive p o l ic ie s ;  social control 
being exercised through bureaucrat ic s truc tures  and processes. The C/P 
s t ra tegy  appears to be the more d i r e c t ,  coherent, and ra t ional  approach. 
The C/P s t ra tegy  for  many is  the most a t t r a c t iv e  approach to decision 
making.^
Schmidtlein notes tha t  both s t ra te g ie s  have l im i ta t ions .  The 
Incremental/Remedial s t ra tegy is commonly practiced in higher education
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since i t  is most nearly compatible with the conditions set by the 
environment in which higher education takes place and the t rad i t iona l  
values associated with higher education, However, th i s  s tra tegy mini­
mizes central  planning and control with resu l t ing  ine f f ic ien c ies ,  dupli­
cat ion,  and short term expediencies which stem from uncoordinated 
choice.
Limitations of the Comprehensive/Prescriptive Strategy provide a 
d i f fe ren t  order of d i f f i c u l t i e s  in implementation. They re la te  to the 
extent of man's knowledge and to contra ints  on time and resources for 
research and analysis . Schmidtlein provides a summary of these 
l im ita t ions :
1. The outputs of higher education are d i f f i c u l t  to ident i fy  and 
measure;
2. There is  no technical method fo r  determining the proper mix of 
outputs nor th e i r  proper d is t r ibu t io n ;
3. A single a c t iv i ty ,  such as research, may contribute to both 
teaching and knowledge production in ways that  are hard to 
disentangle;
4. Theories of learning do not adequately explain re la t ionship  be­
tween input to the educational process and the consequent outputs;
5. Analysis re s t s  on past  experience and the  past does not always 
accurately account for  changes tha t  wil l  take place in the future;
6. Decisions often cannot wait fo r  analysis ,  a l te rna t ives  do not 
present themselves concurrently, and the  cost of analysis are 
hard to weigh against  uncertain b e n e f i t s .185
Schmidtlein concludes by noting that  the dominant orientat ion of 
many policy makers, p a r t i cu la r ly  at the s t a t e  and federal leve l ,  is 
toward the comprehensive/prescriptive s t ra tegy .  In an attempt to close 
the gap between the I/R s t ra tegy and the C/P s tra tegy s t a te  and federal 
policy makers have increased evaluation, audit ing, cen t ra l iza t ion  of 
decision making and have increased a tten t ion  to accountabili ty.
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Schimdtlein believes that  th i s  response to the gap between the I/R and 
C/P s t ra tegy  will f a i l  and create  disi llusionment because i t  does not 
deal with basic constra ints  tha t  a ffec t  the success of decision pro­
cesses . Schmidtlein believes that  a new approach to policy formulation 
is  needed in higher education which takes into consideration the 
constra in ts  affect ing the legitimacy and effectiveness of decision s t r a ­
teg ies  and which is  sens i t ive  to the inevi table  value t r a d e - o f f s .186
Resource Allocation Decisions
Resource al locat ion decisions perta in  to the d is t r ib u t ion  of 
resources within an organizat ion. "Resource a l locat ion re fe rs  to the 
se t  of administrat ive processes associated with determining which ac t iv ­
i t i e s  get supported and at what l e v e l . "187 George Steiner defines a l l o ­
cation decisions as ". . . those which commit resources to selected 
l ines  of action to solve the problem which i n i t i a l l y  began the 
exercise ."*88 Resource a l locat ion decisions occur at  various levels 
within an i n s t i tu t io n .  At the higher levels  these decisions include 
in s t i tu t io n a l  long-range and short-range budgeting, the ordering of 
capi ta l  expenditure p r i o r i t i e s  for  build ings, and personnel posit ion 
a l loca t ion .  At the unit  level these decisions may include assignment of 
facu l ty  to college committees, c la sses ,  and departmental chairmanships; 
assignment of s t a f f  and students to college committees; and the a l loca­
t ion of funds within subunits.  While resources can be defined broadly 
to include do l la r s ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  equipment, and personnel, for  the pur-
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poses of th i s  investigat ion the term "resources" will be limited to 
do l la rs  with which resources such as those mentioned above can be 
purchased.
For most in s t i tu t io n s ,  the a l locat ion  of resources is  the most 
important or primary administrat ive process. John M il le t t  speaks to 
t h i s  point.  "While i t  is convenient for  the purposes of analysis to 
divide the concerns of the planning process in higher education into 
various pa r ts ,  I would emphasize the in te r re la t ionsh ip  which ex is ts  bet­
ween the planning of objectives, enrollment, programs, and resources.
No part  of th i s  in te r re la t ionsh ip  i s  more c r i t i c a l  than the matter of 
r e s o u r c e s . "189 Helsabeck concludes from his study tha t  " . . .  an 
i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  allocated resources over the long run are a good indica­
t ion of tha t  i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  p r i o r i t i e s  or g o a l s . " l9^ The a llocat ion of 
resources is a v i ta l  pa r t  of planning in the in s t i tu t io n  and the product 
of planning is  the budget.
Nature of Resource Allocation Decisions
There are two general ly recognized methods of a l locat ing resour­
ces in higher education. One method deals with al locat ion to organiza­
t ional  un i t ;  the other deals with a l locat ion  to programs. Within e i ther  
the organizational un i t  or the program approach there are several 
poss ible  types of al locat ion processes. These include budgeting by 
objec t  of expenditure or l ine  item budgeting, cost-income budgeting, 
standard costing,  and internal  ( t ransfer)  pr ic ing .191 I t  has been more 
or less  t rad i t iona l  to  a l loca te  resources to organizational uni ts  p r i -
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marily because of the f iduciary  nature of f inancial  respons ib i l i ty  and 
control in in s t i tu t io n s  of higher education. In recent years a ttention 
has turned to programmatic budgeting and a few in s t i tu t io n s  have adopted 
th i s  method of budgeting.
Resource a l locat ion decisions in the higher education environment 
are semi-structured as opposed to structured or unstructured. There are 
rout ine computations involved in some allocat ion decisions and Simon 
would charac ter ize  these as "progammed decisions" or s tructured deci­
sions. On the other hand there are judgments to be made that  cannot be 
e a s i ly  reduced to quant i ta t ive  ca lcu la t ions .  Simon ca l l s  these deci­
sions semi-structured or "non-programmed" and suggests tha t  they involve 
"heu r is t ic  problem solving" processes. In the l a t t e r  type of decisions 
there are many in te rac t ions  involved which are d i f f i c u l t  to detect  by 
casual observation.*92 Inputs to non-programmed decisions may include 
personal preferences, values, pressure from special in te r e s t  groups and 
other forms of p o l i t i c a l  pressure.
Authority and Responsibili ty  fo r  Resource Allocation
A report  from the Assembly on University Goals and Governance 
sponsored by the American Academy of Arts and Sciences published in 1971 
se t  forth  a number of "theses" about campus governance.*9  ^ The report 
asserted:  "Good governance depends on a reasonable a llocation of respon­
s i b i l i t i e s  tha t  makes the s t ruc ture  of authori ty  credible  for  a l l  these 
groups." The repor t ,  however, did not address specif ic  a l locat ion of 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s .  I t  did recognize the legal authori ty  of the lay
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governing board, the unique importance of the college or univers i ty
presidency, and the role  of facu l ty  r e la t iv e  to educational policy.
Student influence upon educational policy of a univers i ty  would occur on
a "decentralized b a s i s . “194
Baldridge, e t  a l . ,  in th e i r  extensive study of governance in
American colleges and u n iv e r s i t i e s ,  found tha t :  "The overall pa ttern  [of
governance] suggests tha t  power is highly ‘issue s p e c i f i c ' ."195
found tha t  power is  not necessar i ly  divided equally among the d i f fe ren t
spheres of influence and, in general,  presidents  have "enormous power."
Baldridge and his colleagues fu r ther  conclude that  influence and
author i ty  over economic matters has shif ted  s ign i f ican t ly  now tha t
resources are scarce. I t  has sh if ted into the hands of "central
adm inis t ra t ion ."198 They suggest some causes for  th i s  s h i f t :
Faculty committees were often assigned the task of helping to a l lo ­
cate  resources by se t t ing  p r i o r i t i e s .  These committees were good at  
determining how and where to get optimal re su l t s  from each new input. 
These same facu l ty  committees are not good at  making cut back deci­
sions.  The p o l i t i c s  surrounding reductions run high. Obviously 
these committees find i t  eas ie r  to bring on new facu l ty  or new 
programs than to cut back. Putt ing i t  b luntly ,  the facu l ty  members 
l ik e  to d i s t r ib u te  the goodies, but want the administrators (who are 
a l i t t l e  more removed) to be the ones stuck with the job of cutt ing 
back th e i r  colleagues jobs and programs. This is one realm of gover­
nance tha t  the administrators  have required [acquired] by d e fa u l t .197
When a resource sca rc i ty  is  coupled with powerful information systems 
in the hands of central  administrat ion, there is double pressure for 
cen t ra l i za t io n .  Under these conditions, the pr inc ip le  th a t  decisions 
in academic organizat ions should be based on jo in t  e f fo r t  between the 
academic departments and college administration becomes l i t t l e  more 
than a fo rm al i ty .198
Gross and Grambsch conclude, from th e i r  1964 study of s ix ty  eight
American u n iv e rs i t ie s  granting most PhDs, tha t  the president has the
most power in nearly all of them with a power score of 4.6 . This was
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subs tan t ia l ly  more than the vice president (4 .1) ,  the deans (3.6) the 
facu l ty  (3 .3) ,  and students (2 .4) .  The presidents power is approximated 
only by tha t  of the board (4 .4) .  This study was repeated in 1971 and, 
while a s l ig h t  s h i f t  of power was noted, the rank order remained in­
t a c k .199
Blau suggests th a t  there  are two major aspects to the p res iden t 's  
au thor i ty— his influence over facu l ty  appointments and the d iscret ion 
he exercises in al locat ing unexpended funds.200 Blau makes the assump­
t ion tha t  the authori ty  to rea l loca te  unexpended funds is a stonger sign 
of control over f inancial  resources than the amount of d iscret ionary  
power derived from authori ty  over the general budget. Blau investigated 
the p res iden t 's  power over the red is t r ibu t io n  of unexpended funds for 
tenured facu l ty .  He found tha t  the president exercised sole authori ty  
over these funds, or together with a vice president , in one-third of the 
i n s t i tu t io n s  sampled. He suggests th a t  in the  to ta l  universe of i n s t i ­
tu t ions  the proportion in which the a l locat ion of unexpended funds is 
centra l ized  would be even grea ter  because i t  would include a larger pro­
portion of small i n s t i t u t i o n s . 201
In his study of pres ident ia l  authori ty  in higher education, Blau 
also found tha t  presidents of large academic in s t i tu t io ns  have less 
control over the d is t r ibu t ion  of funds than those of small ones. "The 
negative e f fe c t  of in s t i tu t io n a l  s ize  on central ized authori ty  over 
unexpended funds is one fur ther  indicat ion of the pressure to delegate 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s  generated by a large scale of operations and the con­
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sequent heavy load of administrat ive w o r k . "202 j^e impact of size
apparently does not apply in the case of rel ig ious  in s t i tu t io n s .  Blau
found tha t  presidents  of such in s t i tu t io n s  have l i t t l e  d iscret ion over
funds because tha t  f inancia l  respons ib i l i ty  i s  more central ized in the
board of t ru s tees .
Blau summarizes the re su l ts  of his investigat ion of control over
the a l locat ion of economic resources as follows:
Control over the allocat ion of economic resources l i e s  largely  in the 
hands of the board and the central  administration.  The great finan­
c ia l  resources of big un iv e rs i t ie s  give those controlling them much 
power. Short of m i l i ta ry  force,  control over a llocation of economic 
resources is the ultimate source of power in an i n s t i tu t io n .  Hence 
the basic power in the major u n iv e r s i t i e s ,  too, is  exercised by the 
board of t rus tees  and the centra l  administrat ion, notwithstanding the 
extensive decentra l izat ion  of authori ty  over the academic a f fa i r s  to 
the f a c u l ty .203
Par t ic ipan ts  in Resource Allocation Decisions
While the evidence is  strong tha t  respons ib i l i ty ,  authori ty ,  and 
power in in s t i tu t io n s  r e la t iv e  to resource a l locat ion is  concentrated in 
the central  administrat ion,  there is  also strong pressure for  broad- 
based pa r t ic ipa t ion  of group members. The amount of pa r t ic ipa t ion  in 
resource allocat ion decision is determined, in pa r t ,  on the decision­
making s ty le  of the i n s t i tu t io n .
Helsabeck concludes from his study of decision-making s t ruc tu re ,  
th a t  in in s t i tu t io n s  where there are divergent views about in s t i tu t io n a l  
goals,  low membership involvement in decisions about resource a l locat ion 
r e s u l t  in negative consequences. "These include suspicion by one unit  
tha t  other  uni ts  are gett ing an unduly large s l i ce  of the pie;  suspicion
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by facu l ty  and students th a t  the administration is creat ing i t s  own set  
of p r i o r i t i e s ,  i r respect ive  of the various p r io r i ty  committees; and con­
tinued dissension because of the lack of open a ir ing of d i f fe ren ces ."204 
In contras t ,  Helsabeck concludes tha t  high pa r t ic ipa t ion  of group mem­
bers in resource a l locat ion decisions exposes areas of difference and 
thus makes i t  possible for  them to be resolved. Further, pa r t ic ipa t ion  
encourages innovation and helps to keep perspectives r e a l i s t i c ,  
i . e . ,  avoids excessively large budget requests which are often based on 
a lack of accurate information about an in s t i tu t io n s  economic 
const ra in ts .  F ina l ly ,  high par t ic ipa t ion  tends to increase membership 
s a t i s fac t io n .  205
Business and manufacturing organizations are primarily concerned 
with technical and economic and decisions there is a tendency to develop 
a strong central  authori ty  r e l a t iv e  to resource a l locat ion decisions. 
Diesing argues th a t  organizations such as u n iv e r s i t i e s ,  are by contrast  
concerned primarily with in tegra t ive  decisions and must have widespread 
p a r t ic ipa t ion  and a r e l a t iv e ly  permissive central  f igure .  Diesing notes 
th a t :  "Integrative  procedures and decisions are the opposite of economic 
decisions;  they involve the bringing out of hidden fee l ings  and expec­
t a t i o n s ,  of anx ie t ies ,  hopes, se lf-concepts ,  symbolic meanings. . . .
The task of the central  authori ty  is  one of encouraging par t ic ipa t ion  
ra the r  than one of shutting i t  o u t . "206 Unstructured "widespread" par­
t ic ip a t io n  in resource a l locat ion decisions can be very cost ly  in terms 
of man hours consumed in the often complicated process of budget fo r ­
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mat ion. Diesing proposes that  par t ic ipa t ion  occur within a s t ruc ture  
which f a c i l i t a t e s  the f ina l  in tegrat ive  procedure. His suggestion of a 
"hierarchy of unifying centers" appears to be especial ly  applicable to 
higher education since resource a l locat ion in th is  environment tends to 
occur a t  several levels  within the o rg an iza t io n .^?
Resource Allocation Models
A common c r i t ic ism  of resource a l locat ion decisions in higher 
education organizations is  tha t  a minimal amount of analysis  is used as 
input to the process. The current  f inancial  c r i s i s ,  however, is stimu­
lat ing  an increase in analysis of h is to r ica l  cost  data. A few i n s t i t u ­
t ions are experimenting with computer-based resource a l locat ion models 
to project  resources required th ree ,  f ive ,  or ten years into the future .  
Resource a l locat ion models (sometimes called "cost simulation models") 
r e l a te  the inputs of the educational process to  the resources 
r e q u i r e d . 208 Mo s -t 0 f  these models are enrollment driven in that  they 
t r a n s la te  enrollment projections into requirements for courses, facul ty ,  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  and support services.  The purpose of these models is to 
simulate the e f fec ts  of changes in enrollment or in the cost rela ted
fac tors  such as student/ teacher r a t i o s ,  c lass  s ize, and number of sec­
t ions on the resources required.
A model can simulate the in terac t ion  of variables within a
complex system but i t s  ultimate purpose must always remain to aid in the
making of decisions. Simulation models can quan t i ta t ive ly  t race the 
r e s u l t s  of p a r t icu la r  decisions or s t r a te g ie s ,  but th i s  alone is of
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l i t t l e  use to the decision maker. The decision maker must also have 
c lea r ly  in mind what he desires  as an end r e s u l t—what are the important 
objectives,  and how important are they? The decision makers must be
able to compare the outputs of the various simulation runs with his
intended objectives.  This comparison is  often d i f f i c u l t  because the 
objectives are general ly not f u l ly  quanti f iab le .  The objectives must be
evaluated according to t h e i r  r e la t iv e  importance, and the re su l t s  of the
simulation runs must be assessed r e la t iv e  to th e i r  approximation of the 
desired objective.
The f i r s t  major resource a l locat ion model to be introduced was 
CAMPUS (Computerized Analytical Methods in Planning University Systems) 
developed at  the University of Toronto, Ontario, Canada.209 Based on 
enrollment inputs, CAMPUS develops a c t iv i ty  workloads and associated 
facu l ty ,  space, and equipment requirements. Simulation can be done at  
the individual course level or data can be aggregated to d isc ip l ine  or 
department level.  Activity loads are computed from specified probabi l i ­
t i e s  tha t  a student in a given major wil l enroll in specif ic  courses. 
These a c t iv i ty  loads are aggregated across all  curriculums and 
appropriate  a c t iv i t i e s  are grouped by cost centers (usually academic 
departments) and by programs. Resource factors  are then applied to the 
a c t iv i ty  loads, and the r e s u l t  is  the resource requirements for  a future  
period.
Weathersby and Weinstein point out tha t  CAMPUS is  an extremely 
f l ex ib le  model. I t  is the concept of "ac t iv i ty ' '  which gives CAMPUS i t s
-98-
great  f l e x i b i l i t y  to handle p rac t ica l ly  any level of aggregation or 
disaggregation.  Weathersby and Weinstein point out that  CAMPUS is 
characterized by i t s  e laborate  input and output routines and th is  may 
well be why CAMPUS is not widely used.2! 0 Adams, et  a l . ,  found tha t  
CAMPUS systems general ly produced l i t t l e  or no impact on in s t i tu t io n a l  
decision making. In f a c t ,  they found tha t  many CAMPUS systems were 
abandoned a f te r  i n i t i a l  t r i a l  periods because they proved to be too 
complex and c o s t ly .2!!
Another well known resource al locat ion simulation model is the 
RRPM (Resource Requirements Predict ion Model).2! 2 An excellent  descrip­
t ion  of the RRPM is provided by Gulko.2!^ The major difference between 
CAMPUS and RRPM is tha t  RRPM is more aggregated and therefore does not 
have as much f l e x i b i l i t y  as the CAMPUS model. On the other hand, RRPM is
much eas ie r  to  use. The lowest level of aggregation in RRPM is the
d isc ip l in e  leve l ,  but i t  does permit aggregation to higher levels i f  
desired.
Like CAMPUS the RRPM model is  enrollment driven. A second input
is  a se t  of matrices of student  demands fo r  each course in each
d isc ip l ine  or the so called Induced Course Load Matrix (ICLM). There is 
one of these matrices for  each major, indicating the average c red i t  
hours tha t  a student at a p a r t i c u la r  grade level will demand at each 
course level in each d i sc ip l in e .  From t h i s  data and the enrollment 
inputs , the RRPM model ca lcu la tes  and accumulates the required c red i t  
hours fo r  a l l  majors. The r e s u l t  is the student demand for  instruct ion
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in each d isc ip l ine  and course level.  Based on average facu l ty  teaching 
load levels  the RRPM model then generates facul ty  requirements which, 
in turn ,  are f i n a l l y  costed by applying un i t  cost fac to rs .
The u t i l i t y  of RRPM is s t i l l  somewhat in question. Adams, 
et a l . ,  in t h e i r  survey of simulation models, found that  only about half
of the users agree, or strongly agree tha t  the i r  experiences with RRPM
have been beneficial  for  in s t i tu t io n a l  decision making and tha t  benefi ts  
have outweighed the c o s t s .214 Hopkins in his analysis of RRPM concludes 
th a t  models such as RRPM are su i tab le  mainly for  making cost-per-student  
ca lcula t ions under current operating conditions and that  i t  is 
questionable whether the expense of building in a large amount of deta il  
for  th i s  purpose can be j u s t i f i e d . 215
Two other models have received some a t tent ion.  SEARCH, developed
by the consulting firm of Peat,  Marwick, Mitchell and Company, is a 
timesharing model used with some success a t  several small colleges.  
Adams, e t  a l . ,  report  a successful use of SEARCH in a highly aggregated 
form at  a small college where there was a high level of internal  exper­
t i s e  and a " f e l t  need" on the part  of the c o l l e g e . 216 The Midwest 
Research I n s t i t u t e  has also developed a model cal led HELP/PLANTRAN.
This model is  operational in several colleges but is  much smaller than 
those models already mentioned. PLANTRAN is a highly aggregated model. 
I t  is simple and eas i ly  ta i lo red  to the individual i n s t i tu t io n .  Very 
few problems are encountered in implementing th is  model. The i n s t i t u ­
t ion must specify output report  formats, input data, and f i l e s .  In
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other words the i n s t i tu t io n  e ssen t ia l ly  "programs" the system using the 
PLANTRAN language. The r e s u l t  is a tailor-made system.217
Two other resource a l locat ion models developed at individual 
in s t i tu t io n s  (Michigan State  Universi ty, and Tulane University) are 
noteworthy although they have been used exclusively for  research pur­
poses. Koening and Keeney report  on a Systems Model for Management, 
Planning, and Resource Allocation developed at Michigan State  
Univers i ty .218 Weathersby and Weinstein, in the i r  evaluation of th is  
model comment tha t  i t  is  complete with student flow projections,  and 
derived facu l ty ,  personnel, space and budgetary requirements. They note 
tha t  the parameters of the l inea r  dynamics and the production coef­
f i c i e n t s  of the MSU model are estimated from past data and thus many 
important con tro l lab le  variables are lo s t  in the model.219
The Tulane University model is e s se n t ia l ly  a resource costing 
model designed for  a nine-year planning period. Five years of student 
enrollment, facu l ty  rank and pay scale, teaching load, and section size 
are analyzed by l inea r  regression to generate projections fo r  the next 
four years.  Controls available to the user are section s ize  policy, new 
enrollments, facu l ty  load and division s ize .  Weathersby and Weinstein 
suggest tha t  th i s  model underestimates the  control of the decision 
maker. Further,  they believe the model is  inappropriate fo r  a formal 
consideration of optimal resource a l locat ion decisions because of i t s  
".  . . lack of a causa l i ty  s t ruc tu re  describing the in te r re la t ionsh ip  of
the v a r ia b le s ."220
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Weathersby and Weinstein review and compare several additional 
models which focus on univers i ty  performance optimization and several 
special purpose univers i ty  planning models. All of these models are 
smaller and designed for specif ic  purposes as opposed to the comprehen­
sive models reviewed above.
Weathersby and Weinstein iden t i fy  some of the l imita t ions  of 
curren t ly  avai lable  models. None of the models deal with basic educa­
t iona l  decisions surrounding curriculum nor do they focus on educational 
outputs of the univers i ty .  Manpower requirements are also ra re ly  
included in planning models at the in s t i tu t io na l  level .  No d is t inc t ion  
is  made in exis ting models of fund sources and revenue const ra in ts .  No 
current ly  operational model is driven d i rec t ly  by an automatic data 
system. All require  user-supplied data. The most s ign i f ican t  
cons tra in t  on the e f fec t ive  use of simulation models is the lack of 
c le a r ly  defined and systematically evaluated of objectives. Comparison 
of simulation runs requires hard thinking about t rade-offs  between com­
peting and confl ic t ing  a c t iv i t i e s ,  and the ultimate quantif ica tion of 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  outputs, and objec t ives .  I f  th i s  is not done, simulation 
can do no more than to  suggest ways to minimize cost .  This alone could 
well d iver t  a t ten t ion  to the means and away from the end. "No model 
incorporates a r e a l i s t i c ,  well-thought-out analysis of preferences ."22^
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CHAPTER I I I
METHODOLOGY
The research question guiding th i s  investigation was: What is 
the nature of the resource management and control process and what 
variables influence and in te rac t  to influence resource management and 
control decisions.  The major objective of the study was to answer th is  
question through an empirical-based description of the resource manage­
ment and control process in a spec i f ic  univers i ty ,  Old Dominion 
University, a public univers i ty  in the State  of Virginia. The focus of 
the investigation was the ins t i tu t ion-wide ,  preparation of a budget and 
the on-going management and control of resources following the execution 
of a budget which displays the resource a l locat ion decisions. While 
descr ip t ive  data was drawn from many sources, the primary source was 
personal interviews and observations conducted at  Old Dominion 
Universi ty. The empirical data thus collected was subjected to v e r i f i ­
cation throughout i t s  co l lec t ion  and analysis ,  using the Constant 
Comparative Method. Chapter I I I  provides a detai led  description of the 
design, methodology, and procedures followed in th i s  study.
Since the main purpose of the analysis  was to make sense out of a 
mass of empirical data through the discovery of theory as opposed to
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t e s t ing  a preconceived hypothesis or logico-deductive theory, more t r a ­
d i t ional  experimental,  quasi-experimental, survey, and corre la t ional  
methodologies, which tend to focus on ve r i f ica t io n ,  were re jected .  The 
type of research necessary in th i s  study was one which encouraged 
iden t i f ica t ion  of variables and established re la t ionsh ips  among the 
variables with the express purpose of explaining or predicting the 
phenomena being studied. The Constant Comparative Method, which is 
described in the following sect ion was selected as a major s t ra tegy  of 
inves tigat ion.
The Constant Comparative Method 
The Constant Comparative Method is a mult i -faceted,  inductive 
method of discovering. I t  has been described systematically by Glaser 
and S t rauss .1 This method has more recently  been described and employed 
by Conrad in his investigat ion of "A Grounded Theory of Academic 
Change",2 and by Newcombe in "A Theory of Prescribed Academic Change: 
The Case of T i t l e  IX".3 The methodology consis ts  of an open-ended, on­
going process of q u a l i ta t ive  and quan t i ta t ive  data co l lec t ion  guided by 
theore t ica l  sampling procedures combined with systematic coding and 
analysis .  The methodology is  in tegrated,  cons is ten t ,  close to the data 
and understandable to the layman and soc io log is t  a l ike .  The Constant 
Comparative Method, as a tool for  q u a l i ta t ive  analysis ,  is highly de­
pendent on the s k i l l s  and s e n s i t i v i t i e s  of the analyst.  Unlike most 
methods of quan t i ta t ive  analysis ,  i t  is not designed to guarantee that  
two analysts working independently with the same data will achieve
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exactly the same r e s u l t s .  The Constant Comparative Method is designed 
to permit the researcher broad f l e x i b i l i t y  th a t  will aid the creative  
generation of t h e o r y . 4
There are four stages in the Constant Comparative Method: 1)
comparing incidents applicable to each category; 2) in tegrat ing  ca te ­
gories and th e i r  propert ies ;  3) delimiting the theory; and 4) wri ting 
the theory .5 The Constant Comparative Method is a continuously growing 
process where each stage eventually transforms into the next. However, 
the essence of the process res ides in the fac t  that  the pr ior  stages 
remain operational and the researcher may return to an e a r l i e r  stage in 
the investigation to  in tegra te  feedback generated by analysis in a l a t e r  
stage.  Thus, each stage may go through successive i te ra t io n s  such tha t  
there is  a continuous development within a l l  stages unti l  the analysis 
is  complete. Figure 1 provides a schematic of the four stages and th e i r  
in te r re la t ionsh ips  and will serve as a guide for  fu r ther  description of 
the methodology.
Overview of Methodology 
There are no set  procedures or l im i ts  to the possible techniques 
for  data  collect ion in the Constant Comparative Methodology. I n i t i a l  
decisions on data to be collected are guided only by the research 
question and are not r e s t r i c te d  by a "preconceived theore t ical  
framework."® The data collected and the range of techniques used 
throughout may include l ib ra ry  research, a va r ie ty  of unobstrusive 
observations, and personal i n t e r v i e w s . 7
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Staqe 1
Stage 1 of the Constant Comparative Method begins with the 
researcher se lec ting ,  a p r io r i ,  a se t  of conceptual categories th e o re t i ­
c a l ly  oriented to the substantive area of study. This i n i t i a l  se lection 
of categories for  data co llec t ion and comparison is based on the 
r e sea rche r 's  knowledge of the area in which the research is going to be 
done. Obviously, th is  se lection is  a rb i t r a ry  but is focused by a clear  
idea of the boundaries of the substantive area of study which, in th is  
case, is resource management and control within an in s t i tu t io n  of higher 
education. Care should be taken in th is  i n i t i a l  se lection of ca te ­
gories . I f  categories are too gross, potential  comparisons are lo s t .
I f  they are excessively de ta i led ,  major c lus te rs  of data are obscured. 
I n i t i a l  data co llec t ion and analysis in Stage 1 should serve to ref ine  
and/or elaborate the or iginal  set of categories .
For the most part ,  categories selected and iden t i f ied  in th i s  
study are behavior categories ,  tha t  i s ,  they r e f l e c t  some human ac t iv ­
i ty .  Each incident in the data is "coded" into as many categories  of 
analysis  as possible . As incidents are collected revisions may be made 
to  ex is t ing categories or new categories may emerge. For example, the 
category of "predecisional process" emerged quickly from the data. Soon 
th e re a f te r  "problem defin i t ion"  emerged as a logical subcategory of the 
predecisional  process.
A folder  for  each category is  t i t l e d  and numbered for  iden­
t i f i c a t i o n .  Coding of incidents in the data consists  of labeling the
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incidents for  f i l i n g  into the relevant category fo lders .  I f  the inc i ­
dent is  to be f i l e d  into more than one category i t  is labeled or indexed 
to indicate th i s  f a c t .  Coding in th is  manner requires a comparison with 
a l l  incidents previously f i l e d .  This i s  the f i r s t  ru le  of the Constant 
Comparison Method.8 While th i s  comparison can often be done by memory 
frequent re fe r ra l  to the contents of category and subcategory folders  is 
necessary.
This constant comparison of incidents soon s t a r t s  to reveal 
theore t ica l  propert ies  of the ca tegory- - i ts  dimensions, the conditions 
under which i t  is minimized, and maximized, major consequences, and 
rela t ionships  to other v a r i a b le s .8 For examples, i t  was noted tha t  the 
iden t i f ica t ion  of problems tends to emerge over time ra ther  than sud­
denly appearing in sharp perspect ive. Therefore, problem iden t i f ica t ion  
appears to have a temperal spread, and th i s  varies with the nature of 
the problem. The second rule  of the Constant Comparative Method is :  
stop coding and record a memo on your id eas .10 This rule  is designed to 
take advantage of the i n i t i a l  freshness of the ana lys ts1 theore tical  
notions. Memos are coded and f i l e d  in the category folders  j u s t  as are 
incidents.  Memos tend to go through a number of revis ions therefore  
they are dated when they are wri t ten .
Stage 2
Stage 2 consis ts  of a process of integrating categories and th e i r  
propert ies .  Stage 2 emerges as the constant comparison of incident to  
incident changes to  comparison of incident with propert ies of the cate-
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gory tha t  resulted from i n i t i a l  comparisons of i n c i d e n t s . ^  For 
example, once the property of "temperal spread" was iden t i f ied  a ll  
fu tu re  incidents in the data were compared in l igh t  of th is  property. 
This stage s t a r t s  out slowly but tends to increase as rela ted  data accu­
mulate. For example, addit ional  incidents in the data collected and 
compared showed tha t  as the time duration of problem defin i t ion  
increased, the more l ike ly  the problem would s ig n i f ic an t ly  change from 
i t s  original  conception. Also, as the problem changed d i f fe ren t  indi­
viduals were l ike ly  to become involved in the decision-making process of 
se lec t ing  a solution.  Thus, i t  was determined tha t  temperal spread of 
problem def in i t ion  is  re la ted  to another category labeled 
"pa r t ic ipan ts ."  This example shows th a t  constant comparison causes the 
accumulated knowledge about a property to s t a r t  to in tegrate :  th a t  i s ,  
i n t e r r e l a t e  in a number of d i f f e ren t  ways, resu l t ing  in a unified
whole.
Data co l lec t ion continues in Stage 2 following the principles of 
theore t ica l  sampling whereby the researcher j o in t ly  c o l lec t s ,  codes, and 
analyzes his data and decides what data to co l lec t  next and where to 
f ind  them. Following these pr incip les  and the Constant Comparison 
Method the integrat ion of the theory is more l ike ly  to emerge by i t s e l f .  
The theory begins to emerge as re la t ionships  become c leare r  such that  
preliminary proposi tional statements can be formulated. Continuing 
with the example, the following preliminary proposition was formulated 
from the discovered in te r re la t ionsh ips  among the categories of problem
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defin i t ion  and par t ic ipan ts :  the decision-making s t ruc ture  addressing a
problem of extended duration will tend to change s ign i f ican t ly  in terms 
of active par t ic ipan ts  during the decision-making process. Thus, as the 
researcher begins to think in terms of types and continua of categories 
or variables and discovers in te r re la t io n sh ip s ,  preliminary propositions 
are formulated. The se t  of preliminary proposit ions may i n i t i a l l y  seem 
unrelated but as categories  and propert ies emerge, develop in abstrac­
t ion ,  and become re la ted ,  th e i r  accumulating in te r re la t ionsh ips  form an 
integrated central  theore t ica l  framework—the core of the emerging 
theo ry . I3 
Stage 3
Stage 3 is  characterized by the delimiting features of the 
Constant Comparison Method which come into play and begin to curb what 
could become an overwhelming volume of data and a never ending task of 
analysis . Delimiting occurs at  two leve ls :  the theory and the 
c a t e g o r i e s . A t  the theory leve l ,  the researcher focuses on c la r ify ing  
the logic,  taking out nonrelevant proper t ies ,  and integrating e la ­
borating d e ta i l s  of propert ies  into the theory. A process of 
"reduction" may also come into play. In th is  instance the analyst may 
discover underlying uniformities in the original  set  of categories or 
t h e i r  propert ies whereby the theory can be formulated with a smaller set  
of higher level concepts. This process of reduction may also increase 
the level of generalization appropriate to the theory.
The resea rche r 's  commitment to the emerging theory may make i t  
possible  to reduce the number of categories for  coding, based on the
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present boundaries of his  theory. More time can be devoted to com­
parison within a smaller se t  of categories . Also, the amount of data 
the analyst needs to code is considerably reduced when applying the 
pr inciples  of theore t ica l  sampling.
Another fac to r ,  which fu r the r  delimits the l i s t  of categories , is 
th a t  categories  become " th eo re t ica l ly  sa turated".  Theoretical sa tura­
t ion occurs when no addit ional  data are found whereby the researcher can 
develop new propert ies of categories which modify or embellish the 
theory that is  emerging.1® After many incidents  have been coded into 
the same category, i t  becomes re l a t iv e ly  easy to  determine i f  the newly 
collected incident points to a new aspect of the category or adds c l a r i ­
f i c a t io n  to an already recognized property. I f  not, the incident can be 
se t  aside. Thus, as the various categories approach or reach th e o r e t i ­
cal sa turation the amount of data th a t  needs to be coded is substan­
t i a l l y  reduced.
Emphasis is placed on discovery of theory in the Constant 
Comparative Method, but the process does provide ample opportunity for  
ve r i f ica t ion  of theore tical  concepts. The researcher, of course, takes 
every precaution to insure r e l i a b i l i t y  of data  sources and accuracy of 
data .  From the very beginning of the process; incidents are explored 
from various perspectives and data are cross-checked and confirmed at  
every point possible. In Stage 3 of the research much a ttent ion is 
given to searching for  evidence th a t  supports or refutes key proposi­
t io n s .  Also in Stage 3 proposit ional statements are tes ted  against
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exis t ing data and veri f ied  in the f i e ld .  I f  not supported by the evi­
dence, individual proposit ions must be rejected and the emerging theory 
must be revised. Thus, validat ion procedures ex is t  within the Constant 
Comparative Method. The product is a grounded theory based on and v a l i ­
dated by empirical evidence.*?
Writing the theory occurs only a f te r  the researcher is confident 
tha t  theore t ica l  sa turat ion has been achieved and tha t  the theory is 
integrated. Theory generated by the Constant Comparison Method can be 
writ ten as e i the r  discussional or propositional theory.*8 The former is 
preferred a t  the explanatory stage of theory development and can la te r  
be t rans la ted  into proposi tional statements.
Stage 4
At th i s  stage in the process the researcher possesses coded data, 
a se r ies  of memos, and a theory s ta ted  as preliminary proposi t ions.  The 
discussions in the memos provide the content behind the categories , 
which become the major themes of the theory to be presented in e i the r  
discussional or propositional form.
To write the theory one must f i r s t  co l la te  the memos on each 
category, which is a simple task because the memos have been writ ten 
about categories .  For example, a ll  memos on predecisional process are 
brought together fo r  summarizing and, perhaps, fur ther  analysis before 
wri ting about i t .  In the process of wri ting the theory i t  may be 
necessary to return to the coded data to validate  a p a r t icu la r  point or 
to  provide i l l u s t r a t i o n s . * 8
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Procedure
A sa l ie n t  fea ture  of the Constant Comparative Method of research 
is  i t s  f l e x i b i l i t y  to redesign based upon emerging categories ,  proper­
t i e s ,  and theory. I t  is  therefore  not possible to predefine specif ic  
procedures which will be followed without deviation throughout the 
inves t igat ion .  In th is  type of study actual procedures used—at leas t  
at  the deta i led  leve l—can be wri t ten only a f te r  the investigation has 
been completed. This is not to suggest tha t  the investigation is 
launched without some preplanned s tra tegy;  i t  only cautions tha t  the 
planned s t ra tegy  may change in the course of the investigat ion.  The 
following sections explain the researcher 's  procedure for  th is  inves t i ­
gation.
Overview of Procedure
The design of the study included three phases a l l  of which encom­
passed jo in t  data co l lec t ion  and analysis . The three phases e ssen t ia l ly  
pa ra l le l  the f i r s t  three stages of the Constant Comparative Method.
Each phase employed a varie ty  of data gathering techniques, and each was 
focused on co l lec t ing  a d i f fe ren t  " s l ice  of data". Constant comparative 
analysis was on-going in each phase. The objective of Phase 1 was to 
build a broad base of data and information about the substant ive area of 
study so tha t  an i n i t i a l  se t  of relevant categories (concepts) could be 
iden t i f ied  and from which i n i t i a l  propert ies of these categories were 
extracted.  Phase 1 concentrates on documentary sources found in the 
1ibrary.
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The objective of Phase 2 was to re f ine  the iden t i f ied  categories 
through fur ther  id en t i f ica t ion  of propert ies  and re la t ionsh ips .  Data 
co llec t ion for  th i s  purpose was focused on the f i e ld  environment, namely 
the researcher 's  home in s t i tu t io n ,  Old Dominion University. The primary 
data collect ion methods in Phase 2 were the personal interview and 
unobstrusive observations. As re la t ionsh ips  among categories and prop­
e r t i e s  of categories were discovered in Phase 2, preliminary proposi­
t ions were stated to r e f l e c t  the emerging theory.
Phase 3 focused on reaching theore t ica l  sa turat ion in each of 
the key categories ,  in tegrat ion of the emerging theory, and f i e ld  ve r i ­
f ica t ion  of the proposit ions r e f lec t in g  the theory. While a var ie ty  of 
data sources were used, the focus was upon follow up interviews 
within Old Dominion University. Propositions were posed to decision 
makers and then discussed, explained, and evaluated in the course of 
the follow up interviews. The three phases of j o in t  data collect ion and 
analysis are described in de ta i l  in the following sect ions.
Phase 1
The primary objective of Phase 1 was the development of a broad 
base of data and information relevant to the substantive area of 
inves t igat ion—resource management and control .  From th i s  broad base 
the researcher selected an i n i t i a l  set  of categories—conceptual 
var iab les—and iden t i f ied  i n i t i a l  properter ies  of these categories  and 
th e i r  theore tical  propert ies through documentary data sources within the 
the in s t i tu t io n  and the l ib ra ry .  The search for th i s  data was guided
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only by the research question and the c r i t e r i a  of theore t ica l  relevancy. 
Some of the specif ic  sources of relevant q ua l i ta t iv e  and quanti ta t ive  
data included collec t ions  of a r t i c l e s  on decision making and governance 
of higher education, conference proceedings, reports of symposia, and 
narra t ive  discussions by knowledgeable individuals.  P a r t icu la r  a t ten ­
tion was given to a r t i c l e s  on resource management and control but 
relevant a r t i c l e s  on resource a l loca t ion  and accountab li l i ty  were not 
ignored because of the close re la t ionsh ip  of these areas to  resource 
management and control .  A number of recent d isse r ta t ions  were found to 
be relevant because of the growing in te re s t  in decision making in higher 
education. Reviews and c r i t iques  of decision making and governance 
research provided a good source of opinion somewhat counter to the deve­
loping categories and emerging theory. Also i t  was found tha t  pr ior 
researchers ,  whose primary purpose was v e r i f i ca t io n ,  often make s t a t e ­
ments about theore t ica l  discoveries in the course of t h e i r  research.
Such statements, although provisional ,  provided useful suggestions to 
the current  researcher.
Since a large volume of data (evidence) was collected and th is  
data was pr imarily q u a l i ta t iv e  in nature,  i t  was essentia l  to develop a 
means of systematic organization. I f  th is  were not done early  on, i t  
might have been nearly impossible to make sense out of the anticipated 
mass of empirical data. The method choosen for  coding and organizing 
the data in th is  investigat ion was derived from the suggestions of 
Kurt Wolff for  the col lec t ion  and organization of f i e l d  m a te r ia l s .20
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An i n i t i a l  set of conceptual categories were ident i f ied  by the 
researcher based on his knowledge of the substantive area of study— 
resource management and contro l .  A fo lder  was prepared for  each ca te ­
gory. Each fo lder  was given a t i t l e  and a number to f a c i l i t a t e  cross 
referencing.  Each incident in the collected data was typed on an 8% by 
11 sheet of paper and coded in the upper r igh t  corner with the number 
and t i t l e  of the category fo lder  in which i t  was to be f i l e d .  I f  r e l e ­
vant to more than one category, copies were made and all  copies were 
coded to the mult iple  fo lders .  This mult iple coding f a c i l i t a t e d  cross- 
referencing and the t racing of re la t ionships  among categories and th e i r  
proper t ies .
Each incident found in the data was compared immediately with 
pr ior  data f i le d  in the category deemed relevant. I f  the data suggested 
a new category or subcategory additional folders were prepared. As 
Phase 1 proceeded the number of folders  grew rapidly to approximately 
eighty. I t  became evident tha t  some "categories" were rea l ly  sub­
categories of a much smaller se t  of higher ordered categories . Folders 
were then reorganized to accomodate th i s  new c la s s i f i c a t io n .  Tentative 
d e f in i t ions  were written fo r  each primary category. These def in i t ions  
ass is ted  in the determination of relevancy as new incidents were 
col lec ted .  As ant ic ipa ted ,  these def in i t ions  changed as new data were 
found and as re la t ionsh ips  became c leare r  through the constant com­
parison process. Appendix A provides a comprehensive l i s t i n g  of the 
fourteen primary categories and th e i r  subcategories. The coding s t ruc­
ture  used for f i l i n g  data is  also shown in the appendix.
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The constant comparison of a l l  new incidents with the contents of 
the relevant categories soon began to reveal theore t ica l  propert ies  and 
in te r re la t ionsh ips  among propert ies and/or categories .  Memos noting 
propert ies and in te r re la t ionsh ips  were writ ten and f i l e d  in the lead 
folders  of relevant categories .
The closing s t ra tegy of Phase 1 was the formulation of questions 
to guide fu r ther  research of the l i t e r a t u r e  and to prepare for  the f ie ld  
investigat ion.  Each category and subcategory of incidents were care­
fu l ly  reviewed and questions were formulated to e l i c i t  information which 
would elaborate ,  re f in e ,  or c l a r i f y  the conceptual category. In 
general,  questions were open-ended so as not to suppress the emergence 
of additional conceptual variables and propert ies . Appendix B is  the 
Interview Guide developed to f a c i l i t a t e  the personal interviews con­
ducted in Phase 2.
Phase 2
The primary purpose of Phase 2 was refinement and ve r i f ica t ion  of 
emerging categories ,  propert ies  of categories ,  and th e i r  i n t e r r e l a ­
tionships such tha t  preliminary propositions about resource management 
and control process, decisions,  and information requirements could be 
formulated. As ant ic ipa ted ,  the l i s t  of iden t i f ied  categories which 
emerged from Phase 1 was somewhat fragmented and excessivley long.
Phase 2, through the process of constant comparison, confirmed the 
v a l id i ty  of some categories and propert ies ,  and others were set aside. 
Thus, the original  l i s t  of categories and propert ies was narrowed and 
refined to a substant ia l  degree in Phase 2.
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Phase 1 gradually evolved into Phase 2 as the incident to in c i ­
dent comparisons in Phase 1 became incident comparison to categories and 
propert ies  of categories . Phase 1 remained operational in the sense 
th a t  the researcher was able to return to Phase 1 to gain c la r i f i c a t io n  
or to expand new categories as needed.
The primary source of data in Phase 2 was the researcher 's  home 
i n s t i t u t i o n —Old Dominion Universi ty. This in s t i tu t io n  was selected for  
the indepth investigation of resource management and control process and 
decision making for  several reasons. F i r s t ,  a cc ess ib i l i ty  of data was a 
prime consideration.  The researcher was intimately familiar  with the 
in ternal  processes of th is  in s t i tu t io n  and had ready access to the key 
decision makers. A second consideration was the current  s ta te  of in for­
mation system development and implementation at  th i s  in s t i tu t io n .  New 
s t a t e - o f - th e - a r t  systems had ju s t  been in s ta l led .  Third, there was a 
high s ta te  of readiness on the part  of administrators to address the use 
of the new information systems output to support resource management and 
control decisions.  This s i tua t ion  provided a unique opportunity for  an 
indepth study of resource management and control processes and the 
inherent decision making within t h i s  process. Thus, the researcher 's  
intimate knowledge of the i n s t i tu t io n  and ease of access to the decision 
makers provided a valuable source of f i e ld  data and a s l ice  of data 
quite  d i f fe ren t  from that  collected in Phase 1.
The primary data co l lec t ion  vehicles in Phase 2 were the open- 
ended personal interviews and unobstrusive observations. The method of
-132-
selection of those indivduals to be interviewed was the researcher 's  
judgment of th e i r  involvement in resource management and control pro­
cess. Probabi l i ty  sampling was determined to not be a pract ical  
approach in th is  s ingle  in s t i tu t io n  case. I t  was recognized tha t  
sampling errors  and biases cannot be computed in th is  "purposive" 
sampling. I t  was also recognized tha t  data collected from th is  type 
of sample could not be used as the basis for  s t a t i s t i c a l  tes t ing  proce­
dures. However, the purpose of th is  study was to generate hypotheses 
s ta ted  as proposi tions ra ther  than tes t ing  a hypothesis. The 
researcher 's  knowledge of the population and the subgroup se lection for  
interview provides some assurance of representativeness of the sample.
Interviewees were selected from three primary groups of individ­
uals involved in resource management and control process and decision 
making. The groups are ident i f ied  as follows:
1. P res iden t 's  Office — This group consisted of the President, 
Executive Vice President, and the Assoicate Executive Vice President.  
The l a t t e r  has respons ib i l i ty  for  the direction of the Budget Office. 
This group might be called the "common" or "standard" group because i t  
is  consis tent  throughout the decision making process. This group, 
espec ia l ly  the President,  is the locus of ultimate respons ib i l i ty  for 
resource management and control decisions.  All three of these individ­
uals and the Budget Officer were interviewed.
2. Functional Area Group — This group has d i rec t  l ine account­
a b i l i t y  fo r  major functional areas of the universi ty . Membership in
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t h i s  group includes the four vice p res iden t 's  and th e i r  immediate s t a f f .  
S ta f f  includes managers and administrators of operational uni ts  
reporting to the respective vice presidents.  The four vice presidents 
were interviewed. Two to four members of each vice presidents s t a f f  
were interviewed,
3. Other Functional Area Leadership — This group consisted of 
support unit leadership such as managers of Auxiliary Enterprises ,  
A th le t ics ,  Physical Plant,  Public Service, and Student Affa irs .  While 
vice presidents have accountabil i ty  for  these un i ts ,  th e i r  resource 
management and control perspectives are quite  d i f fe ren t  from th a t  of the 
primary functional areas.  Some are revenue producing and others are 
s t r i c t l y  consumers of resources. Managers of uni ts  re f lec t ing  th i s  d i f ­
fe ren t  perspective were selected and interviewed.
An unplanned event also increased the a c c e s s ib i l i ty  of data in 
Phase 2. Concurrent with the beginning of th is  investigation a task- 
force was appointed by the Associate Executive Vice President to study 
the f inancia l  management reports  then being generated by the new finan­
c ia l  information systems and to determine when these reports should be 
produced and who should receive them to enhance resource management and 
control decision making. The taskforce was also charged to iden t i fy  the 
decision cycles and the information needed tha t  was not available in 
rout ine reports generated by the system. The researcher was a member 
of th i s  taskforce and was therefore  in a posi t ion to observe and record 
incidents  which occurred as a r e s u l t  of the taskforce ac t iv i ty .
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Taskforce membership consisted of a se lec t  group of middle managers who 
were e s se n t ia l ly  the creators  of information and often the in te rp re te rs  
of information fo r  inst i tu t ion-wide resource management and control 
decision makers.
Incidents found in the data collected through interviews and 
observations in Phase 2 were coded and compared with prior  incidents 
coded to the relevant categories . Memos were wri t ten as appropriate to 
record emerging propert ies and in te r re la t ionsh ips .  As re la t ionships  and 
in tegrat ion  of ideas emerged, preliminary propositions were formulated. 
These proposi tions went through many revis ions and as they developed in 
abstrac tion they formed an integrated central  theore t ical  framework—the 
core of the emerging theory.
Theoretical  sampling procedures involving jo in t  data collect ion 
and analysis continued to guide Phase 2 a c t iv i ty .  The objective was 
theo re t ica l  sa turat ion of a l l  key categories rela ted  to the emerging 
theory.
Phase 3
Preliminary proposi tional statements emerged from the on-going 
analysis of Phases 1 and 2, and at t h i s  point they re f lec ted  the 
emerging theory. The objective of Phase 3 was elaborat ion, refinement 
and f i e ld  v e r i f ica t ions  of preliminary proposi tions . The emerging 
theory in the form of preliminary proposit ional  statements was induced 
from the general re la t ionsh ips  found in the data. The ver i f ica t ion  
a c t iv i ty  in Phase 3 consisted of moving back and forth  between induction
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and deduction, between experience and re f lec t ion  on experience, and bet­
ween greater and lesse r  degrees of n a tu r a l i s t i c  inquiry. Spurious con­
s idera t ions  were addressed in the discussion of each proposi t ion .21
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CHAPTER IV
FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS
A model is an abstraction of the real world. Models of various 
types form a subset of tools  used by the system analyst.  A model of a 
system can be defined as an abstraction of variables and in te rac t ion  of 
variables which influence system processes, and which, in turn, r e s u l t  
in outputs. Such a model provides an aggregation of information about 
the system gathered for  the purpose of studying tha t  system. The advan­
tages and l imita t ions  of models as aids to the researcher have been much 
discussed in the l i t e r a t u r e  and need not be repeated here. A p ic to r ia l  
or graphic model, despite  i t s  inherent l im i ta t ions ,  provides a means for  
looking at  a complex organization or process tha t  otherwise might be 
d i f f i c u l t  to v isua l ize .  A model provides a convenient perspective from 
which to view an organizational process.
There i s  l i t t l e  agreement in the l i t e r a tu r e  on a s ingle model 
th a t  is  descr ip t ive  of decision-making s t ruc ture  and process in colleges 
and u n iv e r s i t i e s .  In f a c t ,  several confl ic t ing  models were found in the 
l i t e r a t u r e  review. This would indicate  th a t  colleges and un ivers i t ies  
tend to r e s i s t  c la s s i f i c a t io n  in terms of any one model. The findings 
of Helsabeck supports t h i s  as his  findings suggest tha t  decision-making 
s t ruc tu re  varies with decision typ e . l  One might, therefore ,  expect to
-  1 3 9 -
f ind a var ie ty  of decision-making s tructures  in a complex organization 
such as a univers i ty  where a wide range of decision types can be iden­
t i f i e d .
Diesing suggests tha t  decisions in non-economic oriented organi­
za t ions ,  such as social  organizat ions, tend to be in tegra t ive  in tha t  
decision requires unif ica t ion  of diverse points of view.2 Such deci­
sions are most often unstructured or non-programmed. The emphasis in 
the unstructured in tegra t ive  type of decision is on imaginative and non­
routine problem-solving. Kerlinger ca l l s  th i s  " h e u r i s t i c . " 3 There­
fo re ,  the model displayed in Figure 2 i s  labeled a "heur is t ic  model."
The heu r i s t i c  model presented here was conceptualized s p e c i f i ­
c a l ly  with resource management and control decisions in mind, but per­
mutations of th i s  model may be applicable to other types of decision 
making in the higher education environment. The model was derived from 
the l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed in Chapter I I .  More sp e c i f ica l ly ,  i t  was 
derived from Diesing 's  discussion of p o l i t i c a l  r a t i o n a l i t y , 4 
Lindblom's treatment of the policy-making process ,5 and Katz and 
Kahn's discussion of the "open system."6 This heu r i s t ic  model will 
lend organization to the descr ip t ive  analysis reported in th i s  study. 
Components of The Model
Decision process must begin with recognition tha t  a decision is 
required. Some t r igger ing  force is necessary to bring the problem to 
l ig h t  and i n i t i a t e  the decision process. This is  general ly a recogni­
t ion th a t  a problem ex is ts  which requires a solution i f  the organization
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is  to continue toward i t s  objectives or in some cases survive. The 
t r igger ing  function is  part  of what will be cal led the predecisional 
process. At th i s  point the problem may be recognized, but possibly not 
f u l ly  defined. In f a c t ,  the fu l l  extent of a problem may not be known 
unt i l  the decision process is well underway. Another important function 
of the predecisional process is  the  se lec tion of a decision-making 
s t ruc tu re  within which to  address the iden t i f ied  problem. This se lec ­
t ion is made by the organization based on the perceived nature or type 
of problem to be addressed and the organizat ion 's  experiences in 
addressing such problems in the past .  Many fac tors  impinge on the 
se lec tion  of s t ruc tu re ,  1) the appropriate level of the organization to 
address the problem, 2) the par t ic ipan ts  that  can contr ibute  
(d i f fe ren t ia t io n  of the s t ru c tu re ) ,  3) the  time available  in which to 
make a decision, and 4) perceived authori ty  for  decision making.
Par t ic ipan ts  are selected to play roles in the decision-making 
s t ruc tu re  based on t h e i r  anticipated contr ibutions.  The spec i f ic  ro le  
taken by the par t ic ipan t  is  dependent upon the p a r t icu la r  expert ise ,  
experience, preferences, personali ty , and preexist ing re la t ionsh ips  
among the group members. In our Western society,  these ro les  may be 
recognized as conscience f igure ,  idea man, technical expert ,  foreign 
re la t io ns  man, a c r i t i c ,  a moderator, and a leader who c ry s ta l l i z e s  
decis ions.?  The decision-making s t ruc tu re  formed by these part ic ipants  
and the discussional re la t ionsh ips  which evolve are i l l u s t r a t e d  in the 
model as a six sided f igure  with connecting l ines  indicating in te rac ­
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t io n s .  In teract ion l ines  connect the individual pa r t ic ipan ts ,  and other 
in te rac t ion  l ines  show pa r t ic ipan ts  d irec ting  comments, ideas, opinions, 
and even p o l i t i c a l  pressure toward the leader or "central  authori ty ."
Central authori ty  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  as a diffused location in the 
s t ruc tu re  because authori ty  may s h i f t  within the s t ruc ture  or may be 
assumed by a d i f fe ren t  individual during the decision making process. 
Further, the central authori ty ,  i f  he plays his role properly, wil l not 
take a "position" on issues during open discussion but will encourage 
discussion by providing explanation, asking questions fo r  c la r i f i c a t io n ,  
and general ly drawing out comments and opinions from the par t ic ipan ts  
(broken arrows back to the par t ic ipan t  from "center") .
The s t ruc ture  i t s e l f ,  while shown here as a symmetrical f igure ,  
could take almost any shape. One individual,  fo r  example, may withdraw 
somewhat from the group, while another may move toward the center or 
even assume some leadership ro le  within the group. Regardless of i t s  
shape, the model is  meant to i l l u s t r a t e  the s t ruc tu re  of forces and the 
resu l t ing  behavior patterns which form the decision-making s t ruc tu re  and 
which r e s u l t  in the se lec tion  of a course of action.
The problem being addressed by the group making up the decision­
making s t ruc tu re  goes through a constant reevaluation.  The fu l l  extent 
of the problem is seldom known at  the begining of the process and 
elements of the problem may continue coming to l ig h t  r ig h t  up to the 
point of decision taking.
In addition to the internal  variables (forces) consist ing of 
discussional re la t ionsh ips ,  personal preferences, common goals, common
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b e l ie f s  and values, and perception of the problem, there are many ex­
ternal  forces which impinge upon the s t ruc tu re  and also influence the 
ultimate decision. Further,  the decision, as a selected course of 
act ion,  impacts the environment in which the decision-making s t ruc ture  
i s  located. In other words, the decision-making s t ruc tu re  is perceived 
as an open system. As such, the s t ruc tu re  in te rac ts  with i t s  environ­
ment drawing resources from i t  and producing a product which impacts the 
environment. Pr ior commitments of the in s t i tu t io n  need to be 
recognized; analytical  information from outside the s t ruc tu re  and 
possibly from outside the i n s t i t u t io n  may have to be considered; and 
time avai lable  for making the decision may influence the s t ruc ture  and 
force a "good enough" decision.  The decision i t s e l f  may be challenged 
by others within the immediate environment--the univers i ty  community, or 
by persons in the environment in which the univers i ty  i s  located—the 
society  as represented by s t a t e  government agencies or the leg is la tu re .
The taking of the f ina l  decision is  the moment in time when the 
centra l  authori ty  decides on a course of act ion.  The process of deci­
sion taking may be characterized as consensus, p o l i t i c a l ,  bureaucratic 
or au thor i ta r ian  depending on what t ranspired during the process and to 
what extent the central  authori ty  exercised power. Even a t  th is  point 
the decision may not be i r r ev e rs ib le .  As a r e s u l t  of evaluation of the 
decision,  the resu l t ing  feedback from the environment, the selected 
course of action may be modified or even reversed.
The purpose of the model j u s t  described is  to provide a framework 
for  analysis of resource management and control decision-making s t ruc-
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tu re  and process. C. West Churchman s ta te s :  "A model fo r  the scien­
t i s t ,  is a way in which the human thought process can be amplified."8 
The components of the model presented here served as a reference point 
in t h i s  descr ip t ive  study.
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CHAPTER V
DEVELOPMENT OF THE THEORY
The type of research in t h i s  study was one which encouraged 
id en t i f ic a t io n  of variables and the establishment of rela t ionships  among 
variables  with the express purpose of describing and explaining the 
phenomena of resource management decision making. Such a descript ive  
understanding of the decision-making process is  an essent ia l  input to 
any e f fo r t  toward the development of information systems to support th is  
decision-making process. The study is  e ssen t ia l ly  an indepth, 
uncontrolled case study. One of the more important functions of such a 
study is  the generation of new hypotheses, which l a t e r  may be subjected 
to  more rigorous experimental scrut iny.  Empirical inquiry is  so organ­
ized th a t  i f  and when empirical discoveries are made, they have d i rec t  
consequences fo r  a theore t ica l  system.
The techniques used included indepth, open-ended interviews, and 
personal observation of the individuals d i r ec t ly  involved in resource 
management decision making in the selected i n s t i t u t io n .  Therefore, the 
empirical data providing the basic input to th i s  study is  subject ive 
data th a t  describe the experiences of people as they in te rac t  with 
variables  in t h e i r  environment and with one another while addressing 
problems of resource management. In p a r t i c u la r ,  a t ten t ion  has been 
given to  d i rec t  quotations from people about th e i r  experiences, a t t i -
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tudes, b e l ie f s ,  and thoughts rela ted  to the resource management 
decision-making process. These raw data from the empirical world were 
analyzed and compared with research findings of others reported in the 
l i t e r a t u r e  using the Constant Comparison Method of analysis.
A Holist ic  Viewpoint
Qualitat ive methods, such as those used in th is  study, require 
specif ica tion of the context in which the research findings emerge to 
insure tha t  the findings are grounded in the real world. This contex­
tual  s e n s i t iv i ty  ex is ts  because resource management decision making as a 
phenomena is  best understood as a whole. Gathering data about isolated 
variables does not provide a complete picture of the social dynamic of 
the par t icu la r  s i tua t ion .  While each event or observed behavior is 
t reated as a unique e n t i ty  a t  the time i t  is collected, i t ' s  fu l l  
meaning emerges only when i t  is compared with other data collected in 
the same context such that  in te r re la t ionsh ips  are revealed. This 
h o l i s t i c  approach assumes that  the whole is  greater  than the sum of i t s  
pa r ts .  Applying th is  concept of contextual s e n s i t iv i ty  to the current 
study, the assumption is made th a t  a description and understanding of 
the context in which the resource management decision-making process 
occurs is  essentia l for  an understanding of tha t  process. Therefore, 
t h i s  section includes a p ro f i le  of the in s t i tu t ion  in which th is  study 
was conducted.
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The methodological mandate to be contextually  sens i t ive ,  induc­
t iv e ,  and n a tu r a l i s t i c  also requires tha t  the researcher get close to 
the phenomenon being studied.  "Engaging in ho l is t ic - induc t ive  research 
through n a tu r a l i s t i c  inquiry represents a comprehensive s t ra tegy  for  
describing and understanding in s t i tu t io n s  that  includes specif ica t ion  of 
the ro le  of the researcher in conduct of the evaluation"^ This section 
also includes a description of the role of the researcher in the i n s t i ­
tu t ion  pr io r  to and during the investigat ion.  The following descript ive  
overview of the i n s t i t u t io n  and the ro le  of the researcher will provide 
a contextual frame of reference fo r  discussion of the empirical data 
collected in th i s  investigat ion.
Description of the In s t i tu t io n
The subject  in s t i tu t io n  is  a public supported urban, regional 
un ivers i ty  located in Eastern Virginia. I t  is  governed by a seventeen- 
member Board of V is i to rs .  The University offers  graduate and under­
graduate degrees through i t s  six schools of Arts and Let te rs ,  Business 
Administration, Education, Engineering, Sciences and Health Professions, 
and General and Continuing Studies. The Universi ty employes approxi­
mately 750 fu l l - t im e  ins t ruc t iona l  and administrat ive facu l ty  members, 
and about 900 fu l l - t im e  s t a f f  members. Approximately 70 percent of the 
fu l l - t im e  facu l ty  members have terminal degrees in t h e i r  f i e ld  of 
teaching. Degrees conferred in May 1984 to ta led  2,396: 22 Doctorates,
18 C e r t i f ica te s  of Advanced Study, 532 Masters, and 1824 Bachelors. 
Resident headcount enrollment fo r  Fall 1984 was approximately 15,000. 
Graduate students made up 21 percent of the  to ta l  student enrollment.2
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The following ex trac t  from the mission statement of the 
University provides a succinct statement of the Univers i ty 's  program.
The University emphasizes, at  the undergraduate level ,  a 
comprehensive program of l ibe ra l  a r ts  and sciences and selected 
professsional  programs. Graduate offerings are focused on the 
reg ion 's  need for  advanced professional education and for  cer ta in  
specialized programs at the master 's  and doctoral levels  for  
which the in s t i tu t io n  is  prepared through unusual strength of 
facu l ty  or special geographic advantages. The commitment of the 
University influences the nature of the research and rela ted 
forms of scholarly endeavor undertaken by i t s  facul ty .  While 
basic or pure research is  encouraged, emphasis is given to 
applied research because of the professional nature of the 
Univers i ty 's  graduate programs and because of the Univers i ty 's  
special re sp o n s ib i l i t i e s  to the region which i t  se rves .8
The in s t i tu t io n  is  organized as shown in the organization chart
in Figure 3. The governance s t ruc tu re  includes the Board of V is i to rs ,
Faculty Senate, Student Senate, and the Executive S taff  which consists
of the President,  and the Vice Presidents .
The Univers i ty 's  to ta l  operating budget is approximately 68
mill ion do l la rs  per year. Being a public in s t i t u t io n  approximately 57
percent of these funds are derived from Sta te  appropriation. About 31
percent comes from tu i t io n  and fees.  The remainder comes form a var ie ty
of sources, including research contracts  and grants (about 5 m il l ion) ,
Auxiliary Enterprises and endowment income.^
The University grew out of a College Center established by the
College of William and Mary in 1930. The Center prospered and became
independent of i t s  parent in s t i tu t io n  in 1962 under the leadership of
the man who then became the f i r s t  president of Old Dominion College.
Jus t  seven years l a t e r  under the leadership of i t s  second president,  the
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College achieved un ivers i ty  s ta tus  and was renamed Old Dominion 
Universi ty. The i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  th i rd  and current  president took off ice  
in 1976 with the spec i f ic  charge from the Board of Vis i tors  to  assume 
leadership in the  following areas:  (a) to es tab l ish  a firm graduate
mission for  the University; (b) to  develop the student services program 
to a level and scope of sophist ica t ion appropriate to a real university;  
(c) to  provide sound business management for  the in s t i tu t io n ;  (d) to 
improve the f inancial  base of the University in Richmond; (e) to  fur ther  
develop the Campus Master Plan; (f) to improve pr ivate  fund-raising; (g) 
to  develop an a th le t i c  program emphasizing se lec t ive  excellence; (h) to 
strengthen the re la t ionsh ip  between the University and the communities 
in Eastern Virginia;  and ( i)  to  develop a sense of iden t i ty  and com­
munity within the  Universi ty.^
To meet these challenges President Alfred B. Rollins assumed a 
strong leadership ro le .  Of pa r t i cu la r  relevance to th i s  investigation 
was the role  he assumed and the environment which developed as he 
addressed the challenges noted in items (c) and (d) above. Cr i t ica l  
audit  repor ts ,  several intensive internal  s tudies ,  increased external 
demands for  accountabil i ty ,  and the r e a l i t i e s  of r e s t r i c te d  funding a ll  
converged to define a c r i s i s  s i tu a t io n .  Under the leadership of the 
President the U nivers i ty 's  administrators developed and implemented 
s t r a te g ie s  to: (1) modify resource a l locat ion philosophy and proce­
dures; (2) modernize and expand the computer-based administrat ive 
systems; (3) improve eff ic iency  and effect iveness  of operational proce­
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dures. The development and implementation e f fo r t  required tough deci­
sions involving substantia l  rea l locat ion  of limited resources - 
decisions tha t  were not always popular. Severe be l t - t igh ten ing  was 
required to make resources available  for  the reshaping of the 
Univers i ty 's  administrat ive systems.
At the time of th i s  research,  Old Dominion University was in the 
th i rd  year of a ca re fu l ly  planned information system development and 
implementation e f f o r t .  The focus of th is  e f fo r t  was the in s t a l l a t i o n  of 
s t a t e - o f - th e - a r t ,  on-l ine ,  database-managed, t ransactional  level admin­
i s t r a t i v e  information systems. There was a high s ta te  of awareness 
among a ll  of the administrators and s t a f f  of the objectives of th is  
e f f o r t ,  namely to improve the qua l i ty  and a v a i la b i l i ty  of information 
fo r  decision making and operations. There was also a readiness on the 
par t  of administrators to  address the use of the new system outputs to 
support resource management and control decision making.
The above description of the in s t i tu t io n  in which th i s  study was 
conducted should indicate  to  the reader tha t  th is  univers i ty  is  not 
unlike many higher education in s t i tu t io n s  in that  f inancia l  cons t ra in ts ,  
and external demands for  accountabil i ty  are very much a r e a l i t y .  On the 
otherhand, the in s t i tu t io n  is  possibly unique r e la t iv e  to  i t s  s ta tus  in 
information systems development and the awareness of i t s  administrators 
in these matters.
Researcher1s Role
The researcher held the posi t ion of Director of Management 
Information Systems, report ing to the Office of The President during
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t h i s  study. The mission of the Office of Management Information Systems 
is  to manage the information resources of the i n s t i tu t io n  and therefore  
the r e sp o n s ib i l i t i e s  of the posi t ion put the researcher in face to face, 
da i ly  contact with the decision makers. The researcher was thus 
afforded "closeness" to the par t ic ipan ts  in the decision-making process 
in the social sense of intimacy and conf iden t ia l i ty .  Qualitat ive 
understanding of the i n s t i tu t io n  and i t s  administrat ive process by the 
researcher was fu r ther  enhanced by long tenure with the in s t i tu t io n  
having served in a var ie ty  of responsible administrat ive posit ions over 
a period of eight years.  At various times the researcher held the posi­
t ion of Director of In s t i tu t io n a l  Research, Associate Vice President for 
Policy and Planning, Assistant  Executive Vice President.  All of these 
posi t ions involved d i rec t  contact with the resource management decision­
making process. Thus, the researcher was, at  the time of th is  in v e s t i ­
gation,  in a posit ion to  develop a h o l i s t i c  description of the 
s i tu a t io n ,  and to proceed induct ively to study these s i tua t ions  in th e i r  
na tu ra l ly  occuring complexity. As noted by Bruyn: "The inner perspec­
t iv e  assumes tha t  understanding can only be achieved by act ively  par­
t i c ip a t in g  in the l i f e  of the observed and gaining ins ight  by means of 
in t ro sp ec t io n ."6 The resea rche r 's  ro le  in the in s t i tu t io n  at  the time 
of th i s  investigat ion met th is  cri ter ium.
CATEGORIES AND VARIABLES 
Throughout th i s  investigat ion a number of variables affecting 
resource management and control decision-making process have been
-1 5 4 -
suggested and examined through analysis of research findings. The broad 
data base collec ted ,  c la s s i f i e d  and analyzed during Phase 1 and in t e r ­
views conducted in Phase 2 provided the vehicles for  exploring the broad 
range of potential  variables tha t  emerged. Some of the potential 
variables  which emerged were eliminated from fur ther  consideration 
because evidence indicated tha t  they lacked d i rec t  relevance to the 
substantive area of study. Available evidence was su f f ic ie n t  to examine 
the remaining variables in some depth. As re la t ionships  among variables 
were discovered they were summarized as preliminary proposi tions. These 
i n i t i a l  statements of re la t ionsh ips  served to guide the continuing 
inves t igat ion  by focusing on variables which appeared to have s i g n i f i ­
cant influence on the decision-making process. Some new variables 
emerged as the investigat ion continued and each was examined through 
comparison with others and the evidence. As a r e s u l t  of these com­
parisons the newly emerged variables  were e i th e r  se t  aside or incor­
porated into the evolving descr ip t ion .  As potential  variables were 
id en t i f ied  and re la t ionsh ips  discovered and preliminary propositions 
s ta ted ,  four primary categories  of variables emerged.
The four primary categories of variables are: 1) decision-making 
s t ruc tu re  variables;  2) decision process variables;  3) behavioral 
variab les ;  4) informational variab les .  The categories are interdepend­
ent and each contain variables which in te rac t  to e i th e r  f a c i l i t a t e  or 
impede resource management and control decision making. In exploring 
each category and i t s  associated var iab les ,  analysis focused on: 1) i t s
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dimensions and r e la t iv e  importance; 2) i t s  propert ies and components; 3) 
i t s  re la t ionsh ip  to other variables;  4) the conditions under which i t  
was maximized or minimized; and 5) the degree and direction of i ts  
influence on resource management and control decision making. The 
r e s u l t  of th i s  analysis are presented in th i s  chapter.
In the discussion which follows, each of the f ive categories of 
variables  are described in general and in terms of i t s  most important 
component variab les .  Propositions for  each category are s ta ted  to  frame 
the discussion and to serve as the formal statement of the emerging 
theory. Each proposition is  c la r i f i e d  when necessary and def in i t ions  
are provided for  key terms used in s ta t ing  the proposition. The p laus i ­
b i l i t y  of the proposition is explained through a statement of ra t iona le .  
The evidence from which each proposition was derived is then presented.
In some instances propositions are supplemented and/or c la r i f i e d  through 
statement of sub-proposit ions.  The same general format is  used in 
discussing sub-propositions as has been used with main-line proposit ions.
Following the discussion of a l l  propositions in a pa r t icu la r  
category a summary of the information about the category is  presented.
A discussion of the re la t ionsh ips  between categories and among variables 
within categories is  included. The model presented in Chapter IV is  
used to a s s i s t  in the in tegrat ion  of the categories and variab les .  In 
chapter VI the theory as a whole is  summarized and integrated.
Category A: Decision-Making Structure
For a decision to occur, there must be a decision-making s t ru c ­
tu re  or s t ruc tures  within the organization which es tabl ish  the formal
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and informal patterns of behavior and the decision-making prerogatives 
of the members of the system. Decision-making s t ructures  create the 
organization of forces which determine how the organizat ion 's  decisions 
are made. The components and qua l i t ie s  of these s t ruc tures  determine 
the decision-making environment of the in s t i tu t io n  re l a t iv e  to the spe­
c i f i c  type of problem being addressed. The variables in t h i s  category 
describe decision-making s t ruc tures  with respect  to  resource management 
and control decision at one in s t i t u t io n ,  and the proposit ions se t  for th  
focus on the questions of "who decides what".
CORE PROPOSITION A: Decision-making s t ruc tures  for  resource man­
agement decision making e x is t  at  several id en t i f iab le  levels  in 
the organizational s t ruc tu re  of the University. Each level of 
decision-making s t ruc tu re  addresses a d i f fe ren t  level of deta il  
in the a l locat ion of resources.
Rationale: The complexity of resource management decisions in a
large univers i ty  forces a divis ion of labor among the administrators 
within the i n s t i tu t io n .  The divis ion occurs p re t ty  much along 
h ierarchical  organization l in e s .  Top administrators address gross a l lo ­
cat ion of resources and do not have the time, des i re ,  or need to deal 
with the level of de ta i l  necessary fo r  a l locat ion of resources to indi­
vidual un i ts .  Responsibili ty  for  the next level of de ta i l  has been 
delegated by the President to  the Vice Presidents .  The Vice Presidents 
have, in turn, delegated varying amounts of re spo n s ib i l i ty  to t h e i r  
deans or d i rec to rs .  The spec i f ic  decision-making s t ruc tu re  in each of 
these un i ts ,  and the decision making prerogatives of the membership, is 
determined, in pa r t ,  by delegated authori ty  along hierarchical  organiza-
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t ion  l in e s .  There was a conscience decision to encourage th is  decen­
t r a l i z a t io n  of decision making in the in s t i tu t io n  studied. I t  was based 
on the strong be l ie f  th a t  the best decisions can be made by those 
close to  the action. The discussion which follows presents the evidence 
from which th i s  core proposition was derived.
Evidence. Helsabeck has shown tha t  decision-making arrangements 
(decision-making s t ruc tures)  vary within an organization based upon the 
decision type and the level of the decision making u n i t . 7 The specif ic  
type of decision being investigated i s  resource management, a unique and 
id en t i f i a b le  category of decision making. Three levels  of resource 
management decision making were iden t i f ied  in the in s t i tu t io n  studied. 
Table 1 summarizes and describes these levels .  The f i r s t  level is  the 
"top administration" which includes the Board of V is i to rs ,  the 
President,  the Executive Vice President,  and in most instances, the Vice 
Presidents . This level focuses on gross al locat ions of resources early  
in the budget process. The second level is  the vice pres identia l  level 
which focuses on allocat ions to schools and operational units .  The 
th i rd  level is  the operational unit  leve l ,  which includes the deans, 
d i r ec to rs ,  and chairpersons. This th i rd  level focuses on a l locat ions to 
spec i f ic  programs and functions within operational un i ts .  Interview 
re s u l t s  show tha t  t h i s  "hierarchy" of resource management decision 
making is  general ly recognized by the University community.8
The current  administration of the i n s t i tu t io n  has structured 
i t s e l f  to emphasize t h i s  decentralized mode of operation. The President
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TABLE 1
LEVELS OF DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURE
Level Part ic ipants Focus of Decision
Top Administration Board, President,  
Executive VP, and 
Vice Presidents
Policy, gross i n i t i a l  
a l loca t ions ,  contin­
gency and reserve 
a l loca t ion ,  un ivers i ty -  
wide rea l locat ion  as 
needed.
Middle Management Vice Presidents General a l loca t ion  to 
schools, and major 
operational u n i t s ,  
rea l loca t ion  within 
vice pres iden t ia l  area.
Operational Unit Deans, Department 
Chairs, and 
Directors
Detailed a l locat ions  
to spec i f ic  programs 
and tasks ,  and r e a l l o ­
cation as needed.
Source: Analysis of Interview Results
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has choosen to  delegate considerable resource management authori ty  to
the  vice pres ident ia l  areas which he has designated as respons ib i l i ty
c en te r s .9 This decision to l e t  others decide is an organizational
policy d e c i s i o n . O n e  Vice President s ta te s  the following:
I think tha t  a t  ( th is  in s t i tu t io n )  the  vice presidents  do have 
considerable autonomy in making resource a l locat ion decisions by 
v ir tue  of t h e i r  posit ion . . . After i n i t i a l  a l locat ions  are made 
from the top, there is  l i t t l e  need fo r  preapproval a t  the de ta i l  
leve l .  I am to ld  tha t  t h i s  is  a change from what i t  used to be 
a t  t h i s  i n s t i t u t io n .  Apparently a few years ago the President 
took a much stronger ro le  and in teracted d i r e c t ly  with the deans 
i f  not the f a c u l ty .H
In l ike  manner, the vice presidents have delegated considerable 
authori ty  to  the deans for  the a l locat ion of resources within the indi­
vidual schools. However, the evidence shows that  t h i s  "hierarchy" of 
decision making is not sacrosanct, in f a c t ,  i t  is openly viola ted on 
occasion which causes c l a r i t y  of the s t ruc tu re  to be somewhat clouded.
As noted by one Dean:
There may be instances where a department chairperson may get 
additional resources in the form of dollars  or as posit ions 
d i r e c t ly  from the Vice President without going through the Dean. 
This can happen i f  the department chairperson has a special r e l a ­
t ionship  with the Vice President,  such as working with him on a 
special  p ro jec t ,  or the Vice President  happens to be very 
in te res ted  in ,  or sees an e n t i ty  th a t  has such great  importance 
th a t  i t  needs to  be enriched in a special way. This can also 
happen i f  the individual department Chairperson fee ls  he or she 
has the special expert ise  to plead his  case d i r e c t ly  to the Vice 
President. All of th is  can happen without the  knowledge of the 
Dean. I think th i s  kind of a c t iv i ty  i s  detrimental to the role 
of the dean as a resource manager.
There were other  such incidents noted in other interviews.
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This apparent f l e x i b i l i t y  in authori ty  and enforcement power is
fu ther  confirmed by Caplow and McGee's landmark study of the academic
profession. They conclude that :
Power cannot . . .  be t ied  to  spec i f ic  posit ions in the form of 
authority ,  since such f ixa t ion  would inevitably es tab l ish  r e l a ­
tionships of subordination and equal i ty  which were inconsis tent  
with another set  of social f a c t s .  Yet power in some form must be 
exercised or the univers i ty  cannot function . . . The solution 
to t h i s  dilemma which has evolved in the American univers i ty  is
to l e t  power lodge p re t ty  much where i t  may. The fundamental
device by which s t resses  in the univers i ty  are resolved i s  a kind 
of lawlessness, consist ing of vague and incomplete rules and 
ambiguous and uncodified procedures.
The subpropositions which follow explore th is  "hierarchy" of 
decision-making s t ruc tures  in more depth.
PROPOSITION A 1: The decision-making s t ruc ture  tha t  addresses
major resource management decisions a t  the university-wide level 
tends to  be low in variance, high in c e n t r ic i ty ,  low in par­
t ic ip a t io n ,  low in c l a r i t y ,  and low in legitimacy.
According to th is  proposition major resource management decisions 
tend to  be made by the same individuals (low variance in s t ru c tu re ) ,  and
these individuals represent  a r e l a t iv e ly  small number of organizational
uni ts  (high c e n t r i c i ty  of s t ru c tu re ) .  Further,  a small number of deci­
sion makers are involved (low in p a r t ic ip a t io n ) ;  the composition of the 
decision-making s t ruc ture  is  general ly not well known or understood out­
side the small cadre of individuals involved (low in c l a r i t y ) :  and the 
legitimacy of th is  s t ruc tu re  is  frequently  questioned by members of the 
la rger  academic community (low in legitimacy).
Definition of Terms. The following def in i t ion  of terms will 
apply throughout the remainder of th i s  study. Decision-making s tu rc ture  
is  the  decision-making arrangement(s) within the organization which
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es tab l ish  the formal and informal patterns of behavior and the decision­
making prerogatives of members of the system. In other words, the deci­
sion making s t ruc tu re  is the organization of forces which determine how 
the organizat ion 's  decisions are made. A decision-making s t ruc ture  
ex is ts  because there is a unifying purpose and par t ic ipan ts  in the 
s t ruc tu re  play d i f fe ren t  ro les  thereby contr ibuting a varie ty  of percep­
tions and suggestions.14 The decision-making s t ruc ture  is  the control 
system of an organization within which decisions governing the a c t iv i ty  
of the organization are made and transmitted. The decision-making 
s t ruc tu res  within an organization determine "who does what".
Decision-making s t ruc tu re  i s  characterized by i t s  dimensions, 
i . e . ,  those q u a l i t ie s  that  can change in value and that  have the poten­
t i a l  to be measured. Five of these dimensions are defined as follows: 
Variance re fe rs  to changes in the pa r t i c ip a n ts ,  t h e i r  decision-making 
prerogatives and patterns of behavior as a r e s u l t  of changes in the 
problem type or stage in problem resolution.  Centr ic i ty  re fe rs  to the 
number and autonomy of decision-making units  involved in the decision 
making process. "Variations in c e n t r i c i ty  can range from a highly cor­
porate s t ruc tu re ,  in which uni t  autonomy is  low, with most decisions 
being made at  the i n s t i t u t io n  leve l ,  to a highly federated s t ruc tu re ,  
where subsystem autonomy i s  high, with many decisions made a t  the unit  
level" .I® Amount of par t ic ipa t ion  re fe rs  to the proportion of a group's 
membership involved in decision making and the extent to which that  
involvement can make a difference in decisions. C lar i ty  means the
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accuracy of the members perception of the decision-making s t ruc tu re .  
F ina l ly ,  legitimacy is  the acceptance of the decision-making s t ruc ture  
by the membership re l a t iv e  to  i t s  r ightness ,  propriety,  or moral good­
ness i r respec t ive  of the specif ic  outcomes of the dec is ion .1®
Rationale . The level of the decision making unit  addressed in 
t h i s  proposition is the university-wide level.  There are two additional 
major levels  of resource management decision making within the i n s t i t u ­
t ion .  They are decisions a t  the vice pres identia l  level ,  and decisions 
at operational uni t  level .  Proposition A1 addresses the f i r s t  level - 
the University-wide level - of resource management decision making. At 
t h i s  level of decision, gross budget ta rge t  levels  are se t  for  each vice 
pres ident ia l  area. After ta rge ts  are se t ,  resource management decision 
making is decentralized and guided only by the Pres iden t 's  Guidance 
Memorandum which s ta te s  general goals and objec tives,  the major emphases 
for  the budget period.^
A decision-making s t ruc tu re  can be characterized and described in 
terms of i t s  dimensions — those qua l i t ie s  of s t ruc ture  tha t  can change 
in value and have the potential  to be measured. The dimensions of 
s t ruc tu re  variance, c e n t r ic i ty ,  amount of p a r t ic ipa t ion ,  degree of 
c l a r i t y ,  and legitimacy are incorporated into th i s  proposit ion. The 
discussion which follows presents the evidence from which Proposition A1 
was derived.
Evidence. While there i s  a well defined direc tion toward 
decentra l izat ion  of resource management decision making, selected
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university-wide decision making prerogatives are t ig h t ly  held by a small 
cadre of the central  administrat ion. Table 2 presents the interviewees 
response to the question: "Who do you believe are the key decision
makers involved in resource a l locat ion decisions?" I n i t i a l  targe t  a l lo ­
cations a t  the beginning of the budgeting process are se t  by the 
President,  and Executive Vice President with input from the other vice 
pres idents .  This s t ra tegy  was adopted three years ago in response to 
the economic s i tua t ion  and the need to t ighten up. This ta rge t  se t t ing  
s t ra tegy  is  summarized succinctly  by the Executive Vice President.
The conditions have made i t  necessary fo r  the in s t i tu t io n  to 
t ighten up. In our pa r t icu la r  case front-end a llocat ion 
[ targets]  s tra tegy has been in s t i tu ted  to  be t te r  define the 
f inancial  'boxes' within which uni ts  can work. Previously i t  was 
a bottom up flow of 'wish l i s t s '  and then allocat ions were made 
based on the avai lable resources. Now we are making f i sca l  
pol icy judgments a t  the f ro n t  end of the process based on 
r e a l i s t i c  judgments of what resources will be available. While I 
believe economic changes have had the most influence on our deci­
sion to  adopt t h i s  s t ra tegy ,  I must say th a t  administrative pre­
ference and psychology have also been important. I t  i s  my 
personal desire to work t h i s  way. I believe th a t  more r e a l i s t i c
planning can occur when decision makers are given r e a l i s t i c
assumptions about a v a i la b i l i ty  of funds. Behavior is  qui te d i f ­
feren t  when ta rge ts  are s ta ted  upfron t .18
There is  another area of resource management decision making tha t  
i s  c losely held by the central  administration.  ".  . . when we get into
the d is t r ibu t ion  of reserve or surplus contingency funds, i t  is  almost
exclusively the central administration t h a t  p a r t ic ipa te s  in the decision 
p r o c e s s . T h e  process operates in th i s  manner. Each vice president 
provided a l i s t  of desired funding goals tha t  were not met by i n i t i a l  
t a rg e t  a llocations ear ly  in the budget cycle. The President and the
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TABLE 2
KEY RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKERS
Key Decision Maker Primary Inf luentia l L i t t l e  Impact
Board of Visi tors 1 3
President 13
Executive Vice President 17
Associate Exec. Vice President 6
Academic Vice President 14
Other Vice Presidents 12
Deans 2
Chairmen 4 3
Directors 1 1 2
Budget Officer 3
Source: Composite of Interviews, Old Dominion University, Oune-August
1984.
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Executive Vice President review these l i s t s  and determine a general 
d irec tion th a t  is  consis tent  with and complimentary to the overall 
objectives of the i n s t i tu t io n .  Then the Executive Vice President 
in te rac ts  "d i rec t ly  and strongly" with the Vice Presidents discussing 
a l te rn a t ive  s t ra teg ie s  fo r  a l locat ing  surplus contingency funds. The 
Vice Presidents are in the ro le  of representing t h e i r  en t i re  organiza­
t ion and probably have l i t t l e  time or inc l inat ion  to in te rac t  down the 
l ine  in t h i s  instance. Therefore, the  decision is  tha t  of the central 
administrat ion.
A number of fac tors  have contributed to the decision to maintain
a t ig h t  central  control on major resource a l loca t ions .  The President
has been a "strong advocate fo r  t ightening up."20 In describing the
reasons for  th i s  he s ta te s  the following:
Demands for  accountabil i ty  from Richmond in very spec i f ic  areas 
has made i t  necessary th a t  we t ighten up. As President, I feel 
the brunt of th i s  demand for  accountabil i ty .  When I stand before 
a l e g i s l a t iv e  committee and a committee member says 'Mr. 
President,  I don ' t  know how you can keep track of your i n s t i t u ­
t ion when i t  takes nine months to close your books' — I feel a 
l o t  of pressure to  come home and t r y  to correct  the s i tua t ion .
We recognize the need to have the r igh t  people who were able to 
ask the r igh t  quest ions , and we went out to  get these people. We 
now have the r igh t  mix of s t a f f  which understand planning and 
budgeting. I have also espoused a theory of leadership which 
se ts  up a constant pressure to be r a t io n a l .  . . We determined 
th a t  in a scarce resource environment there had to  be direction 
and we could not survive with a loose cadre of people who somehow 
managed to meet the c r i s e s . 21
The organizational placement of accountabil i ty  fo r  resource a l l o ­
cation and/or rea l loca t ion  necessar i ly  involves centra l  administrators 
in p a r t i c u la r ,  the chief executive. The central  administrat ion focuses
-166-
on gross a llocation decisions including i n i t i a l  ta rge ts  and subsequent 
disposi t ion of contingency surpluses and reserves.  Assuming no emergen­
c ie s ,  S ta te  mandated reversions,  or enrollment sh o r t f a l l s  which impact 
planned resource inflow, central administration has l i t t l e  involvement in 
de ta iled  resource a l locat ion .  "We usually don ' t  t ry  to second guess the 
deans and chairpersons on th e i r  s ta ted requirements. I f  questions need 
to  be asked th i s  should be done by the Vice P res iden t ."22 Detailed 
a l locat ion to operating uni ts  is  the respo ns ib i l i ty  of the respective 
vice presidents;
Below the vice pres ident ia l  level the decision-making s t ruc ture  
for  major resource management decisions is  not well known nor 
understood. One dean's comment i s  representa t ive  of th i s  lack of 
understanding.
I rea l ly  don ' t  know how the resources get divided up among the 
Vice Presidents . I assume tha t  they haggle among themselves and 
with the Executive Vice President unt i l  some agreement is 
reached. Most immediately, we [a t  the school level]  get our 
resources a llocated from the Vice President of Academic Affa irs ,  
and that  i s  my prime concern.23
One dean suqgested tha t  the President made a l l  of the major a l locat ions ,
and he did not know i f  he consulted anyone in th i s  p r o c e s s . 24 The
Executive Vice President,  in commenting on the c l a r i t y  of the s t ruc ture
sta ted  the following:
Most individuals recognize th e i r  budget uni t  d i rec tors  as having 
decision making author i ty  - department chairmen, deans, and 
ul t imately th e i r  Vice President . . . they probably do not know 
what the President,  Executive Vice President,  or Associate 
Executive Vice President does. Within t h e i r  own domain they have 
a pret ty  good understanding of the roles played in resource man­
agement decisions,  but they may not be able to  a r t i c u la te  what 
these ro les  are. Knowledge across domains is  quite  l im i ted .25
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The evidence is  c lear  tha t  outside the central administration the 
decision-making s t ruc tu re  for  major resource management decisions is not 
well known or understood. Therefore, there is  much suspicion about how 
i t  operates. One dean expressed the concern th a t  while he has knowledge 
about the resources within his own school he has no information about 
the to ta l  University resources or how they have been al located.  He 
would l ike  to know " . . .  how we stand with respect  to other schools and 
what the central  adminis tra t ion 's  perception of tha t  i s . "  He went on to 
say tha t  in other  in s t i tu t io n s  in which he has served, he did have a 
b e t te r  sense of t h i s . 26 Another dean suggested tha t  University-wide 
decisions appeared to be ". . . a rb i t r a ry  and not well informed."27 
One Vice President  suggested th a t  acceptance of the s t ruc ture  i s  pro­
bably based on how well your needs are met.28 From the mixed response 
regarding c l a r i t y  and legitimacy of the decision-making s t ruc tu re  for  
major resource management decisions,  i t  is  concluded th a t  there is  low 
c l a r i t y  and low legitimacy outside the central administration.
In summary, there was general agreement among the interviewees 
tha t  i n i t i a l  t a rge t  a l locat ion decisions and subsequent decisions on the 
a l loca t ion  of contingency funds and reserve are made by a small cadre of 
the central  administrat ion. There was general agreement that  th i s  same 
group becomes involved when any major s h i f t  in resources is  required 
because of Sta te  mandate, or unanticipated events such as enrollment 
sh o r t fa l l  and emergencies. All four vice presidents confirmed tha t  they 
have a high degree of autonomy to make decisions once they have received
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t h e i r  t a rg e t  a l locat ion .  Therefore, i t  is concluded tha t  the decision­
making s t ruc tu re  relevant to major resource management decisions has low 
variance in tha t  the same individuals are general ly involved in major 
resource management decisions regardless  of whether they re la te  to i n i ­
t i a l  t a rge t  a l locat ions or subsequent a llocation of surplus or reserves.  
Based on the f ac t  tha t  only the vice pres ident ia l  areas are represented 
a t  th is  level of decision making i t  must be said tha t  there  is  a high 
degree of c e n t r i c i ty  and low pa r t ic ipa t ion .  Table 3 summarizes in te r ­
view re s u l t s  regarding the dimensions of the decision-making s t ruc ture  
a t  the top administrat ive level .
TABLE 3
DIMENSIONS OF THE DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURE 
AT THE TOP ADMINISTRATIVE LEVEL
Dimension Low Medium High
Variance
C en tr ic i ty
14 3
17
Par t ic ipa t ion 13 4
Clar i ty 14 3
Legitimacy 10 6 1
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PROPOSITION A2: Resource management decision making following
i n i t i a l  t a rge t  se t t ing  is  decentralized and the decision making 
s t ruc tures  vary among organizational uni ts  depending upon the 
nature of the uni t  and the management s ty le  of the leadership of 
the unit .
Rationale. In recognition of the need to  share the load, there 
has been a conscience e f fo r t  to decentralize  re spo n s ib i l i ty  for  resource 
management decision making in t h i s  i n s t i tu t io n .  The primary ra t iona le  
fo r  th i s  delegation is  th a t  the best  decisions can be made by those 
individuals close to  the action.
One important fac to r  th a t  influences the decision-making s t ruc ­
ture  is  the nature of the organizational uni t  involved. For example, 
the Vice President for  Academic Affairs  might choose to in te rac t  with 
h is  deans and facu l ty  regarding matters of resource allocat ion quite  
d i f f e r e n t ly  than would the Vice President for  Operations and Finance in 
in te rac t ing  with his d i rec to rs .  The former tend to be professionals 
oriented to academic programs, while the l a t t e r  tend to  be professionals 
oriented to daily  operational support of the in s t i tu t io n .  Their 
perspect ives are quite  d i f f e ren t .
Another important fac tor  is  the managerial s ty le  adopted by the 
leadership of each uni t .  For example, a vice president might choose to 
make major a l loca t ion  decisions in an au thor i ta t ive  manner, while 
another may choose to arr ive  at  such decisions through extensive 
discussion with t h i s  operating un i t  leaders.
The following discussion presents the evidence from which
sub-proposition A2 i s  derived.
-170-
Evidence^ There is  general agreement among the vice presidents 
tha t  they have a high degree of autonomy to  make resource al locat ion 
decisions within t h e i r  respective areas of respons ib i l i ty  a f te r  having 
received th e i r  targe t  a l locat ion .  The vice presidents recognize tha t  
they will be held accountable fo r  t h e i r  response to the general guidance 
provided by the P res iden t 's  Guidance Memorandum, and for  accomplishment 
of the general objectives se t  fo r th  in t h e i r  own budget n a r r a t iv e .29 
The Vice Presidents and th e i r  uni t  managers are constrained by 
bureaucratic  regulation in t h e i r  resource management decision making.
For example, manpower posi tions are t i g h t l y  controlled by the S ta te  and 
therefore  also by the Univers i ty 's  central  administrat ion. Funds a l lo ­
cated for  personnel can only be used fo r  personnel, and a t t r i t i o n  funds 
th a t  accrue from vacated or unf i l led  posit ions rever t  to  a central 
account for  rea l locat ion  by the central  administration.
There is  unanimous agreement among the vice presidents th a t  th i s  
autonomy ex is ts  because the President has choosen to delegate th i s  
authori ty  to them.30 Table 4 summarizes the opinion of the interviewees 
r e l a t iv e  to the source of decision making authority .
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TABLE 4
SOURCE OF DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY
Delegated Assumed Special Access to Position
Responsibili ty Authority Experti se Information
13 3 4 2 11
Source: Composite of interviews, Old Dominion University,
June, July,  and August, 1984.
The following comment from the President provides fu r ther  evi­
dence:
There are two things tha t  go hand in hand. F i r s t ,  there i s  spe­
c i f i c  delegated authori ty  from the President and the Board. The 
Vice President for  Academic A ffa irs ,  for  example, plays the ro le  
tha t  he does because I have delegated that  r e sp o n s ib i l i ty  to  him. 
On the other hand, the vice president may not choose to assume 
th i s  authori ty .  So there are two things operating here. One is  
the sp e c i f ic a l ly  delegated re sp o ns ib i l i ty  and the power th a t  can 
come from occupying a given p o s i t io n .31
The President can delegate authori ty  and respo n s ib i l i ty  to  a vice 
president  but i f  tha t  vice president does not choose to assume and exer­
c ise  th i s  au thori ty  because of his pa r t i cu la r  managerial s ty le  the 
author i ty  may be assumed by someone e lse  or i t  may be withdrawn by the 
President.  Therefore, the con s t i tu t io n a l ly  defined decision-making 
s t ruc tu re  will be modified by the way par t ic ipan ts  assume and exercise 
au thor i ty  which has been delegated to  them. This delegation of 
au thori ty  to the vice presidents appears to be c le a r ly  understood and 
accepted by the vice presidents.
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Each vice president has considerable f l e x i b i l i t y  to operate his
organization in the manner he deems appropriate.  Each appears to make
his resource management decisions in accordance with his own managerial
s ty le .  A former dean and current  department chairman made the following
observation about the change in management s ty le  being experienced by
the deans as a r e s u l t  of a new vice president taking off ice :
I think that  the ro le  of the dean has changed dramatical ly in the 
l a s t  couple of years. Up un t i l  l a s t  year I think the deans had 
basic control of resource a l locat ion within the school. When the 
current  Vice President for  Academic Affa irs  took of f ice ,  he 
pulled a l l  of th a t  into the Vice P res iden t 's  off ice  and that  is 
where i t  remains. I now see the deans in more of a react ive mode 
than an i n i t i a t i n g  mode. This may be a temporary s i tua t ion  but I 
would have to say that  the current  vice president exercises 
au thor i ta t ive  control to a f a i r l y  deta i led  l e v e l . 32
This evaluation of the s i tu a t io n  may be a l i t t l e  severe because
the deans interviewed a l l  indicated tha t  they have considerable autonomy
in resource management within t h e i r  schools although they a ll  indicated
th a t  things are a l i t t l e  more t i g h t l y  controlled under the new vice
p re s id en t .33 This does, however, i l l u s t r a t e  the impact of a pa r t icu la r
managerial s ty le .  By con tras t ,  in another vice presidentia l  area,
individual managers have been given considerable autonomy. For example,
Auxiliary Enterprises operates as a separate e n t i ty  even to the point of
having i t s  own budgeting procedure, although i t  does para l le l  that  of
the r e s t  of the Univers i ty .34
In summary, i t  i s  concluded th a t  there i s  a hierarchy of resource 
management decision making "centers ,"  and each center has a degree of 
autonomy. The vice presidents  and deans agree tha t  they have con­
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siderable  autonomy in making detai led  resource a l locat ion decisions
within t h e i r  areas of responsib i l i ty .  They also agree tha t  th i s  occurs
because tha t  au thor i ty  has been consciously delegated to them by the
President or t h e i r  vice president . The degree of th is  autonomy varies
depending on the pa r t icu la r  management s ty le  of the responsible leader.
PROPOSITION A3: Resource management decision making s t ruc tures
i n i t i a l l y  determined by const i tu t iona l  decisions are modified by 
the informal substructures which evolve within the organization.
Definit ion of Terms. Consti tutional  decisions are decisions 
about the h ierarchical  s t ruc tu re  of the organization tha t  places speci­
f i c  individuals  in key posi t ions in the organizational s t ruc ture .  Also, 
the spec i f ic  delegation of authori ty  to the individuals occupying these 
posi t ions are considered const i tu t iona l  decisions. Informal substruc­
tures consis t  of membership in the decision making s t ruc ture  by individ­
uals who have no formal decision making prerogatives but have strong 
influence on the decision making process because of t h e i r  special 
knowledge, expert ise ,  access to people, or access to information.
Rationale. A decision making-structure consists  of individuals 
each bringing to the s t ruc tu re  his own decision making s ty le .
Therefore, the s t ruc tu re ,  in operation,  will r e f l e c t  the combined 
decision-making s ty le  of the pa r t ic ipan ts  and especia l ly  those of the 
group leadership. Some decision makers, especial ly  those at  the top, 
depend heavily upon s t a f f  support to provide information and in te rp re ta ­
t ion of tha t  information. Because of th i s  dependence, s t a f f  frequently  
become informal members of the decision making s t ruc ture .
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The c r i t i c a l  decisions in resource a l locat ion tend to be non­
programmed decisions where managerial judgement and information are both 
necessary fo r  making the decision. Judgement alone is often inadquate 
because of the magnitude of the issue or because of i t s  complexity and 
far-reaching impact. Information alone may also be inadequate because 
the decision requires judgment about values. Therefore, top administra­
to rs  in the higher education environment have found i t  necessary to turn 
to  the t rad i t iona l  decision support system of the business world execu­
t iv e :  the professionals ,  and managers who report  to them. The present 
day top administrators in higher education find i t  necessary to work 
together with t h e i r  s t a f f  a ss i s tan ts  and information sp e c ia l i s t s  to 
develop appropriate  resource management decisions.  They develop a 
dependence on s t a f f  personnel who can in te rp re t  technical information, 
provide summaries, and recommend a l te rna t ive s .  How s ta f f  a ss i s tan ts  and 
sp e c ia l i s t s  carry out t h i s  support service can s ign i f ican t ly  impact the 
decision process and the f inal  outcome. S ta f f  personnel who f i l l  th is  
ro le  ac tual ly  become active members of the decision-making s t ruc ture  
although they have no delegated authori ty . The following discussion 
reports the evidence from which th i s  proposition was derived.
Evidence. As higher education has become more complex, admin­
i s t r a to r s  have found i t  necessary to employ s t a f f  a ss i s tan ts  so that  
they could disengage themselves from detailed operational matters 
thereby freeing up time to focus on the planning and control of change.
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As noted by one vice president:
I have found s t a f f  support to be absolutely essen t ia l  considering 
the de ta i l  tha t  we have to  deal with. S ta f f  support makes i t  
possible fo r  me to keep an overview perspective where otherwise I 
would be swamped in the b i ts  and by tes .35
The role  of the s t a f f  a ss i s ta n t  is  a r e l a t i v e ly  new phenomena 
th a t  has dramatically changed higher education both in identifying the 
important ingredients in a decision and in providing influence on deci­
sion making by people outside the t rad i t io n a l  academic stream.36 Key 
decision maker in te rac t ion  with s t a f f  a ss i s tan ts  and other technical 
sp e c ia l i s t s  c reate  powerful decision-making substructures. One vice 
president  made th i s  observation about the or ig in  and impact of these 
s t a f f  a s s i s tan ts :
In the twenty years th a t  I have been in the higher education 
business, I have seen an increasingly s ig n i f ican t  ro le  being 
played by the s t a f f  a s s i s tan t  at  both the pres iden t ia l  and vice 
pres ident ia l  l eve l ,  and more recent ly  at  the dean's level .  I 
think th i s  is  a r e s u l t  of the increasing complexity of i n s t i t u ­
t ions  and the increasing demands for  accountabil i ty  . . . .  The 
president  and the vice presidents have been made more effec t ive  
by s t a f f  people who have information and d i f fe ren t  points of view 
to  present.  These d i f fe ren t  points of view come from th e i r  
background. . . . There appear to be two avenues through which 
these s t a f f  a ss i s tan ts  are prepared for  t h e i r  jobs. Some come 
r ig h t  out of the business world - with an MBA or some other busi­
ness oriented degree - and then e i the r  through on-the-job 
t ra in ing  or formal classroom ins truct ion  they begin to  understand 
the unique business cal led  higher education. Then we have 
another group who have moved from the c lass room into s t a f f  posi­
t ions .  So we have a whole new crop of people in higher education 
administrat ion who are in a posi t ion to blend knowledge of tech­
nology and knowledge of higher education. They bring with them an 
awareness of potential  p i t f a l l s ,  and they tend to  have more con­
cern with se t t in g  up means fo r  accountabil i ty  and formal planning 
than one would expect to  find in academic f a c u l ty .37
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The top administrators of the in s t i tu t io n  have become 
increasingly dependent upon the s t a f f  a ss i s tan ts  and technical spec ia l ­
i s t s .  As a r e s u l t ,  these individuals are having an ever increasing 
influence on the decision making process. Researchers in the Stanford 
Project  on Academic Governance, directed by J.  Victor Baldridge, sur­
veyed nearly 250 in s t i tu t io n s  and they noted a s ign i f ican t  sh i f t  of 
power re la t ions  within in s t i tu t io n s :
The "technocrats" are gaining influence. Various sp e c ia l i s t s  
seem to be gaining power. At present , the administrators are 
most often the people who hold t rue  power. They have power not 
j u s t  to  i n i t i a t e  but to implement decisions within the univers i ty  
. . . .  But the unquestioned authori ty  of the facu l ty  to be the 
chief  advisors is  now challenged. With these days of limited 
finances, administrators are hard pressed to  take the projections 
and desires  of the facu l ty  as the only basis for  implementing 
changes. A new group of professionals  is obtaining power a t  the 
expense of the facu l ty .  This group is  made up of "f inancial 
technocrats :"  cost  con tro l le rs ,  f inancia l  s p e c ia l i s t s ,  budget 
fo recas te r s ,  fund r a i s e r s ,  and -  l a s t  but ce r ta in ly  not l e a s t  - 
lawyers. The new technocrats are f lourish ing  everywhere.38
There was unanimous agreement among the interviewees at a ll
organizational levels  within the University tha t  the s t a f f  a ss i s tan ts
and technical sp e c ia l i s t s  have an extremely important ro le  in resource
management decision making. There was not unanimous agreement th a t  th is
role  always produced posi t ive  r e s u l t s .  A potential  for both posi t ive
and negative influence on the decision making process e x is ts .  I t  i s  not
an impact th a t  can be t o t a l l y  controlled.  One dean cautioned th a t  while
the input from s t a f f  into the resource management decision making can be
very helpfu l ,  the potential  is there for  i t  to  be "very pern ic ious ."39
The following discussion explores th i s  influence at  one i n s t i tu t io n  and
the concerns tha t  some individuals have about th i s  influence.
-177-
The president has surrounded himself with a cadre of s t a f f  mem­
bers who serve as in te rp re te r s  to help him understand what the vice pre­
sidents  and deans are proposing. The president cannot be expected to 
know and understand a ll  of the mechanics of operating the un ivers i ty  nor 
the technology th a t  is now employed in j u s t  about every aspect of i t s  
operat ion. The president must have s t a f f  who serve as in te rp re te rs  and 
he must have confidence in these individuals to organize and present 
information and a l te rn a t iv e  courses of action re l a t iv e  to resource mana­
gement. The President has th i s  observation about the ro le  of s t a f f :
Let me say th a t  the individual in these roles have an enormous 
opportunity to influence the decision making process i f  they do 
i t  in the r ig h t  way. This is  because they have access to in fo r ­
mation, access to people, and we, as decision makers, have to  
r e ly  on them for  information. . . . "  Some do not recognize th i s  
power, or choose not to  exercise i t ,  while others exercise i t  
extremely w e l l . I believe th a t  sometimes those a t  the technical 
level can v i r tu a l ly  control the decision by the way in which they 
present  the information or by t h e i r  choice of information to  be 
presented. I f  they are smart, they will control as much as they 
can without r i sk  and l e t  the r isky  ones fo r  the boss. I am sure 
there  is a lo t  of game playing going on within the s t a f f  with 
t h i s  regard .40
S ta f f  and technical a ss i s tan ts  became, e sse n t ia l ly ,  a substruc­
tu re  of the decision-making s t ruc ture  because of the i r  close r e l a t io n ­
ship to ,  and in te rac t ion  with, the key decision makers. The Executive 
Vice President provided the following description of in terac t ion  with 
s t a f f  and h is  concerns about the influence of s t a f f :
I think tha t  the s t a f f  a ss i s tan t  or in te rp re te r ,  i f  you w i l l ,  
play a ro le  tha t  can be very in f lu e n t i a l .  Obviously how they 
decide to present information to me once I have asked them to 
evaluate an issue, how they choose to respond, can d e f in i te ly  
a f fe c t  my decision. So then, recognizing t h i s ,  you become 
in te res ted  in what shapes t h e i r  behavior - the data i t s e l f ,  t h e i r  
understanding of the system, t h e i r  confidence, t h e i r  problems, 
t h e i r  re la t ionsh ip  to  the advocate, and th e i r  re la t ionsh ip  to me.
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They have th e i r  own p o l i t i c a l  tendencies, th e i r  own l im i ta t ions ,
t h e i r  own agendas. So the decision maker must be as concerned
and knowledgeable about his s t a f f  or in te rp re te rs  as he is  about 
the advocates, who tend to be l ine  o f f ice rs  and program people.41
There is  unanimous agreement among the top administrators tha t  
they are heavily dependent upon s t a f f  to provide information and to 
in te rp re t  tha t  information. There is  recognition tha t  s t a f f  a ss is tan ts  
act as f i l t e r s ,  relaying only information tha t  they deem appropriate. 
Further,  i t  is  realized th a t  s t a f f  in te rp re t  the information they pro­
vide in the context of t h e i r  understanding of the issue a t  hand.42 /\ 
severe l imita t ion  exis ts  in th a t  s t a f f  a s s i s tan ts  f requently  lack in- 
depth experience in academic management which would give them an 
in tu i t iv e  grasp of the usefulness of information and enhance t h e i r  ab i l ­
i t y  to in te rp re t  i t .  Because top administration has too often fa i led
to impart to the s t a f f  a s s i s tan ts  the nature of the decision in 
question, the r e sp o n s ib i l i ty  has fa l len  to the s t a f f  to make the deter­
mination of the parameters involved. One dean expressed a strong con­
cern th a t  s t a f f  is  . . sometimes not sensi t ive  to the mission 
involved and therefore  cannot always correc t ly  in te rp re t  information to
the adm inis t ra tor ."43
This concern is not an isolated case. Faculty have a real  con­
cern " . . .  tha t  someone in the organizat ion, who i s  not a facu l ty  
member, nor has ever been one, has a greater  impact on resource manage­
ment decisions than they do ."44 There i s  a tendency for  some facu l ty  to 
conclude " that  non-academic types are making a l l  of the resource a l loca­
t ion d e c i s i o n s . "45 Legitimacy of the decision-making s t ruc tu re  is
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obviously questioned. Advocate and program people also tend to become 
suspicious of the s t a f f  in te rp re te rs  because they know th a t  these 
in te rp re te r s  also have agendas. The program people tend to  want to cut 
the in te rp re te rs  out of the communication channel. In discussing th is  
one vice president commented: " I f  they took my 'guns' [my in te rp re te rs ]
away from me I would be very vulnerable in the decision making 
process ."46 The top administrators are general ly aware of these suspi­
cions among facu l ty ,  managers who are advocates, and other program 
people, about the ro le  of s t a f f  in te rp re te r s .  Because of these suspi­
cions there are many games played, between the i n i t i a t o r s  of ideas or 
requests and the in te rp re te r s ,  which are very-important fo r  the decision 
maker to be aware of and attempt to understand.
In summary, top administ rators place heavy dependence on s t a f f  
who have the expert ise  to in te rp re t  complex information and issues. 
Because of th i s  dependence, s t a f f  has tremendous potential  to influence 
the ul timate decision and may even formulate tha t  decision. The r e s u l t  
i s  tha t  s t a f f  move in and out of the decision-making s t ruc tu re  forming 
temporary informal substructures . This ro le  of s t a f f  in the decision­
making s t ruc tu re  tends to fu r ther  decrease c l a r i t y  and r a i s e  questions 
of legitimacy of the s t ru c tu re  especia l ly  among lower level administra­
to rs  and the facul ty .
Summary
Decision-making s t ruc tu re  determines the patterns of behavior and 
the decision-making prerogatives of the members of the univers i ty  organ­
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iza t ion .  In essence, the decision-making s t ruc tu re  determines "who 
decides what." The two major determinants of the s t ruc ture  are dele­
gated authori ty  and respons ib i l i ty ,  and the posi t ion of the par t ic ipan t  
in the organizational s t ruc ture .  The evidence shows that  there  are 
mult iple  decision-making s t ruc tures  in a un ivers i ty .  This consists  of a 
hierarchy of decision centers with each addressing a d i f fe ren t  level of 
deta i l  in the resource a l locat ion process.
Selected f i s c a l  policy level decisions are t ig h t ly  held by a 
small cadre of top administrators. I t  was found tha t  th i s  top level 
decision-making s t ruc tu re  is  not well understood below the vice p re s i ­
dential  level and, therefore ,  i t s  legitimacy is  frequently  questioned 
within the un ivers i ty  community.
The degree of autonomy and the decision-making prerogatives of 
decision units  below the vice pres identia l  level vary widely. This 
varia t ion was found to be dependent upon the nature of the unit  and the 
managerial s ty le  of the responsible leadership.
I t  was found tha t  powerful decision-making substructures emerge 
because of the complexity of the decisions and the resu l t ing  heavy 
dependence of top administrators on s t a f f  members who have technical 
expert ise ,  access to information, and access to people. These decision­
making substructures add considerable complexity to the answer to the 
question of "who decides what." The c l a r i t y  of the decision-making 
s t ru c tu re (s )  is  clouded, by the many substructures which emerge.
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Categor.y B: Decision-Making Process
Decision-making process is the pattern of behavior by which the
i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  members decide how to achieve t h e i r  purposes. The
resource management decision-making process in the higher education
environment is  extremely complex and d i f f i c u l t  to analyze.
When one considers the p o s s ib i l i ty  tha t  a pa r t icu la r  decision 
r e f l e c t s  not only the decision maker's own preferences as well 
as h is  expectations concerning the o th e r ' s  decision, but also his 
perception of his own and the o th e r ' s  previous decisions,  t h e i r  
interconnections, and the implication of any present decision for  
the fu tu re ,  i t  can be seen tha t  social decision making i s  a 
remarkably complex and in tr iguing process .4 '
In addit ion, resource management decision making is  seldom a public 
a c t iv i t y  and therefore not e a s i ly  examined or measured. As noted by 
Shure and Meeker, " . . .  decision makers and systems analysts have 
refused to look squarely a t  some of the d i f f i c u l t  aspects of human deci­
sion making because of the seemingly in t rac tab le  problems and complex­
i t i e s  associated with the process of decision re so lu t ion ."46 Steiner 
has suggested tha t :  "Much c re a t iv i ty  and imagination are involved in the 
decision making process ."46 This adds another level of complexity to 
analysis of the decision making process. To complicate description of 
the decision process even fu r th e r ,  i t  i s  not a s t a t i c  process, ra ther  i t  
i s  a dynamic process.
Decisions evolving from the decision-making process have many 
determinants. One set  of these determinants is derived from the 
decision-making s t ruc tu re  i t s e l f  discussed in the previous sect ion.  
Decision-making s t ruc tu re ,  in large par t ,  determines process since the
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existence of s t ruc ture  determines whether or not a decision wil l be 
made, who will make i t ,  and the formal and informal patterns of in te r ­
action.  From a process perspective, another se t  of determinants can be 
id en t i f ied .  We note tha t  communication, coordination, evaluation of 
factual  premises and value premises, and various other processes are in 
operation as determinants. The variables in t h i s  category describe 
resource management decision-making process and i t s  determinants at one 
i n s t i t u t io n  of higher education.
CORE PROPOSITION B: Resource management decision-making process
in higher education is  c le a r ly  of a d i f fe ren t  order from decision 
making in s c i e n t i f i c  research. I t  is  more a means of mounting an 
"appropriate response" ra ther  than a dramatic choice between 
a l t e r n a t iv e s .66
This core proposit ion focuses on the differences between scien­
t i f i c  decision making in a controlled environment and the unstructured 
or non-programmed decision making r e l a t iv e  to resource management found 
in a higher education environment. The major point is  tha t  resource 
management decisions,  in a social  organization such as higher education, 
tend to evolve from the process ra ther  than emerging at some dramatic 
moment when the l a s t  step of a well defined process is  concluded.
Rationale. The decision-making process is  most commonly defined 
as a se r ies  of d iscre te  steps or events. As noted by Baird: "A student
of the science of decision making may eas i ly  locate  numerous d i f fe r ing  
descr ipt ions of the decision sequence. Concepts are placed in d i f fe ren t  
orders , general ly s t a r t in g  with some some statements concerning form­
ulat ion of goals and ending six or seven steps l a t e r  with implement
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a course of a c t io n ."6 -^ However, t h i s  ideal model, most frequently  asso­
cia ted with s c i e n t i f i c  research, must be violated when other variable 
affec t ing  the decision come into play. These variables include per­
sona l i ty  of the decision maker, ethical  norms, psychological con­
s idera t ions ,  the decision maker's own subjective u t i l i t i e s  and 
perferences, and external pressures.
Non-programmed decisions, such as resources management decisions,  
are of a d i f fe ren t  order from decision making in s c i e n t i f i c  research. 
"One difference is tha t  there is  a time fac to r ,  which can be neglected 
in science, but, which cannot be neglected here: There must be a deci­
sion . . . whether there are enough data or n o t . " 6  ^ Further, once a 
non-programmed decision is  made and executed there  is no going back to 
the process. Considering the d ive rs i ty  of variab les ,  many of which are 
value premises, no one could ever reach a decision solely  by logical 
processes. The process can begin log ica l ly ,  but, decision makers must 
develop in t h e i r  minds a "picture" of the univers i ty  as a whole and then 
through the exercise of a non-logical process-call  i t  i n tu i t io n ,  judg­
ment, perception, they f i t  f i r s t  one solution and then another into the 
picture  and decide which is  the most purposeful.66
Evidence. Core Proposition B especial ly  applies to top admin­
i s t r a t i v e  level or executive level decisions. At th is  level the 
decision maker deals in rat ional  and in tu i t iv e  thinking and human con­
s idera t ions .  Mann contends that  such decision making is not d is t inguish­
ed by an ". . . a r t i f i c i a l  instant  of making the decision", instead the
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decision evolves from the process .64 Mann's contention appears to be
supported by the  evidence collected a t  th is  i n s t i tu t io n .  The President
of the in s t i tu t io n  made th i s  observation:
Some of the most s ign i f ican t  decisions of the in s t i tu t io n ,  
including resource management and programmatic decisions are not 
very v i s ib le .  For example, one of the most s ign i f ican t  program­
matic decisions we have made in the past f ive  years, and one 
which does have considerable influence on resource management 
decisions, is the decision to place our emphasis on science and 
technology. While I made th i s  decision, I c a n ' t  point to a spe­
c i f i c  point in time when th i s  was made. I t  resulted from many 
in te rac t ions  both inside the Universi ty and in the larger  
community.66
Another interviewee provided th i s  observation:
I don ' t  think there  is  an id en t i f i a b le  moment of decision making. 
That is  an i l lu s ion .  I think a decision is  made early  in the 
process and th i s  decision is  modified by the p o l i t i c a l  process. 
. . .  So there i s  no point at which you can say the decision is  
made.66
I t  was agreed among the interviewees tha t  i t  i s  general ly not possible 
to iden t i fy  d isc re te  steps in the process. Instead, the decision 
evolves from the process.
C r i t ica l  resource management decisions are addressed by a few top 
administrators very ear ly  in the process. From the interviews the 
following description of the process was extracted: F i r s t ,  basic
assumptions are made about the a v a i la b i l i t y  of resources. Second, basic 
assumptions are made about the resource requirements of the in s t i t u t io n ,  
i . e . ,  expenditure projections.  Third, judgements are made regarding 
in s t i tu t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  which culminate in the P res iden t 's  Guidance 
Memorandum. Finally ,  judgements are made concerning vice pres identia l  
a reas , contingency, and reserve. This r e s u l t s  in establishment of i n i -
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t i a l  ta rge ts  for  the vice pres ident ia l  areas and the establishment of a
contingency hold back fund. The essence of th is  process is  th a t  f i sca l
policy judgments are made at  the f ron t  end of the process based on
r e a l i s t i c  judgments about the resources th a t  will be avai lable.  While
factual  information is a v i ta l  input to th i s  process. A "picture" of
the in s t i t u t io n  as i t  i s  desired is  formulated and then policy decisions
are made so tha t  there  i s  movement in tha t  d i rec t ion .
These c r i t i c a l  decisions made ear ly  in the process by a few top
administrators are then modified in the p o l i t i c a l  process which follows. 
The p o l i t i c a l  process associated with major resource management deci­
sions usually  begins in the o f f ice  of the President which includes the 
President,  Executive Vice President,  Associate Executive Vice President, 
Budget Off icer ,  and Director of Planning and Budget. To st imulate the 
p o l i t i c a l  process, information is  shared with many governance units  
throughout the univers i ty .  The objective of the p o l i t i c a l  process is  to 
determine what is acceptable.
There was general agreement tha t  a p o l i t i c a l  process i s  at work 
espec ia l ly  in decision making a t  the top executive level .  The Executive 
Vice President had the following comment:
The p o l i t i c a l  process i s  very much a t  work - can we muster sup­
port for  a given idea, or will i t  run into a lo t  of opposition? 
How can the proposed solution be modified to  make i t  p o l i t i c a l l y  
saleable? Therefore, in the f ina l  decision which evolves, you 
are making p o l i t i c a l  judgments - judgments about the probabi l i ty  
of success of an idea you are considering f u n d i n g . 58
"The discussions tha t  occur in the process focus on what the increments
of change are to the or ig inal  decision ra the r  than being involved in the
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original  d e c i s i o n . "59 After final  ta rge ts  are s e t ,  top administration 
loses most of i t s  control over the s i tu a t ion .  At th is  point the process 
moves into the vice pres identia l  areas.
In summary, resource management decisions are, for  the most part ,  
non-programmed decisions,  and therefore ,  are of a d i f fe ren t  order than 
decisions in s c i e n t i f i c  research. In addition to  factual  information, 
the administrator must incorporate value premises and judgment to build 
an acceptable decision. The p o l i t i c a l  process i s  very much a part  of 
mounting an "appropriate response." Thus, resource management decisions 
in a univers i ty  environment tend to evolve from the process rather  than 
emerge at some dramatic moment when the l a s t  s tep of a well defined pro­
cess is  completed.
PROPOSITION B 1: Resource management decision making at th i s
in s t i t u t io n  is characterized as au thor i ta t ive  leadership tempered 
by an open p o l i t i c a l  process stimulated by advocacy within the 
group.
SUB-PROPOSITION B 1.1: The internal  c h a rac te r i s t i c  of the s ize,  
complexitiy, and professional nature of employees, increases the 
importance of p o l i t i c a l  process in resource management decision 
making.
Rationale. "Authoritative leadership" in the f i r s t  proposition 
means taking the i n i t i a t i v e  by proposing solutions to problems, throwing 
out "strawmen" fo r  consideration of the group. The p o l i t i c a l  process is 
not the subtle  personal p o l i t i c s  we sometimes think of, although some of 
th i s  does occur, but ra ther  an educational process followed by open 
discussion. This discussion is stimulated by one or more people who are 
advocates for  a pa r t icu la r  d i rec t ion ,  solution, or decision.
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I t  i s  one thing to make a decision but i t  is another to  make i t  
s t ick  in the professional environment. Professionals need reasons for  
accepting a p a r t icu la r  decision. They have to  be convinced of i t s  
merits  or persuaded tha t  i t  is  the best decision considering the pre­
vail ing circumstances. Rejection by the professional s t a f f  frequently  
will r e s u l t  in in a b i l i ty  to implement the decision.
Evidence. There was unanimous agreement among the interviewees 
th a t  a p o l i t i c a l  process is  strongly evident in resource management 
decision making. While each described the process s l ig h t ly  d i f f e ren t ,  
and from his or her own pa r t icu la r  perspective, there was much com­
monality in the desc r ip t ions .50 The p o l i t i c a l  process, as used here, is 
defined as ". . . working with individuals and groups of people who 
don ' t  always want the same thing at the same t im e."61 Another i n t e r ­
viewee defined i t  as ". . . the process tha t  makes i t  possible  for  
numerous people to get things done - the a r t  of gett ing people together 
to  ta lk  out a r e s u l t . " 62 S t i l l  another interviewee described the po l i ­
t i c a l  process as ". . . a mix of education and advocacy."63 This i s  
p o l i t i c s  in the best sense of the word.
Where does the p o l i t i c a l  process begin? One vice president 
suggested tha t  i t  i s  important to control where i t  begins. I t  may begin 
with the i n i t i a t i o n  of a proposed solution. I t  may begin with someone 
asking the r igh t  question at  the r igh t  time. I t  may begin with an indi­
vidual or group throwing out possible  a l te rna t ives  and possibly advo­
cating one of these a l t e rn a t iv e s .  I t  may also be in i t i a t e d  by an
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individual advocating a pa r t icu lar  course of action. The next step is
one of education through the sharing of information and discussion of
the factual and value premises.
There was considerable discussion during the interviews about
whether the decision is made before the p o l i t ica l  process or as a resu l t
of i t .  Approximately half  of the interviewees believed that  major
resource management decisions are in fac t  made upfront by a few top
administrators but they are not made in to ta l  iso la t ion .  One top
administrator made th is  observation about the process:
I think i t  is important to be able to 'read ' the environment - 
who are the influencial people; can we muster support fo r  a given 
idea, or will i t  run into a lo t  of opposition; is the idea pol i ­
t i c a l l y  saleable at  the present time. Therefore, in developing 
the decision you are making p o l i t ica l  judgments. You are making 
judgments about the probabi l i ty  of success of the idea you are 
proposing to  f u n d . 64
A vice president had the following observation:
The key is  to have creat ive  ideas to throw out to the group. A 
good leader must be in an offensive position rather than a defen­
sive one. In f a c t ,  I think th i s  is  what our people want and 
expect of t h e i r  leaders. . . .  I have seen i t  over and over 
again where we walk into a meeting and our people want a ten­
ta t iv e  solution thrown out on the tab le .  They prefer to  squabble
over the increments of change ra ther  than being involved in the
original  decision. . . .  A good knowledgeable leader can almost 
predict  what position will be taken on almost any given issue.
He has a good feel for what is acceptable.65
The President had th is  comment:
To manage people you have to be p o l i t ica l  . . . .  I t s  one thing 
to make a decision but quite another to  make tha t  decision s t ick .  
One way is  to  have the proper administrative system to monitor 
what is being done. The other part  i s  to  persuade people to 
accept tha t  decision. This is done through the po l i t ica l
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process. You have to persuade them on the merits of the decision 
or you have to persuade them i t  is something th a t  they wil l have 
to  l ive  with. We spend an enormous amount of time with the 
f acu l ty  leadership and i t  pays off for  the administration as a 
whole.66
The decisions th a t  are made in th is  manner are the f ront  end 
f i s c a l  policy decisions including i n i t i a l  t a rg e t ,  contingency funds and 
a reserve fund.
In some instances the p o l i t i c a l  process does begin well before
the decision is  made. The following quote wil l i l l u s t r a t e .
When I have some notion of where things should go re la t iv e  to a 
p a r t i cu la r  issue - and I have always been very conscious of th is  
- I begin to prepare people fo r  the change. For example, as long 
as a month or more before a major decision has to be made I begin 
to  ra i se  questions about i t ,  or put out l i t t l e  warnings. The 
spec i f ic  example of the recent ra i se  in tu i t io n  wil l i l l u s t r a t e  
t h i s .  Some Board members had asked th a t  we keep cost fo r  s tu ­
dents down no matter  what the impact. And there were those in 
Richmond that  d id n ' t  want to approve the appropriation, and they 
d i d n ' t  want us to price ourselves out of the market. I began to 
do two things well in advance of the decision point.  I began to 
drop the comment th a t  we wanted to keep the pr ice down, but tha t  
we were also concerned about the qua l i ty  of the service to the 
students . I also began to get some key people involved in 
thinking about what the cost would be in avoiding a s ign i f ican t  
r i s e  in tu i t io n .  We worked with facu l ty  and student leaders to 
help them understand some of the cuts th a t  would have to be made 
should we not r a i s e  tu i t io n  and to determine i f  they found these 
acceptable. I also made i t  c lea r  tha t  we are caught in a State 
system tha t  makes i t  counter productive to  keep tu i t io n  down - i f  
we take away tu i t i o n  the S ta te  takes away some of i t s  share. A 
th i rd  thing was to warn people tha t  as long as costs continue to 
go up in other areas there i s  no a l te rna t ive  but to increase 
t u i t i o n .  Education cannot be the only area tha t  saves people 
from in f la t io n .  This talking up process goes on so tha t  when we 
came to  talk ing about specif ic  tu i t io n  increases i t  was not a 
great  surpr ise  and people already had the background for  i t .  You 
must spend time t ry ing  to an t ic ipa te  peoples react ion and to  edu­
cate  them to what i s  involved. This process was successful and 
we made a substant ia l  increase in tu i t io n  with very l i t t l e  
opposi t ion.6?
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This example i l l u s t r a t e s  the p o l i t i c a l  process tha t  precedes the 
announcement of a major resource management decision.  The p o l i t i c a l  pro­
cess s t a r t s  ear ly  so th a t  by the time the decision must be made there  
are few surpr ises  l e f t .  This process i s  not well understood in the 
lower echelons of the organizat ion. The general reaction a t  the lower 
echelons i s  tha t  a lo t  of information is  shared but there i s  a big 
difference between sharing information and being involved in the actual 
decision. "We are f a r  more h ierarchical  than collegia l  but we do have a 
co l leg ia l  nature about u s ."68
The ro le  of the advocate of a pa r t i cu la r  idea or funding request 
is  very important. The importance and ro le  of advocacy was pointed out 
by several of the interviewees. The Executive Vice President made th is  
observation:
The effect iveness  of the advocate of a p a r t icu la r  funding request 
i s  very important -  how a r t i c u l a te  they are in representing t h e i r  
case. I find tha t  I make a judgment about who the advocate is  
fo r  a pa r t icu la r  funding request .  I consider whether tha t  ind i­
vidual shows good judgment, has good ideas, and good follow 
through. I do t h i s  because at t h i s  level i t  is often d i f f i c u l t  
to  have a ll  of the spec i f ic  information about all  of the issues.
I f ind th a t  I often put more dependence on the person presenting 
the idea than attempting to  search for  all  of the information.
This goes f a r  beyond personal i ty  or whether you l ike  someone - i t  
i s  a professional judgment about the c r e d i t a b i l i t y  of the person.
I t  focuses on how thorough they are in considering the available
information.6^
The p o l i t i c a l  process described here has not always existed at
t h i s  in s t i t u t io n .  In f a c t ,  i t  is  of very recent origin.  The process i s
summarized succinctly  by the President  in th i s  statement:
I think we have developed a bureaucratic  system th a t  is  made to 
work by a combination of p o l i t i c s  and authori tar ian  leadership.
By th i s  I mean th a t  I think there is  a s ign i f ican t  amount of 
leadership - enough tha t  the facu l ty  complain about i t  . . .  .
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There is  a lo t  of po l i t ick ing  and th a t  is necessary to maintain a 
general level of community acceptance. I think th i s  is all  
ca rr ied  out systematically,  thanks to an effec t ive  bureaucratic 
procedure. This could not have been said seven or eight years 
ago. Back then I would have to say i t  was authori tar ian and 
worked on a system of ignorance and blind luck.?6
In summary, i t  was generally agreed th a t  most c r i t i c a l  resource 
management decisions evolve from a process ra ther  than from a ser ies  of 
systematic sequential steps.  The process sometimes begins prior to 
decision making but more often i t  begins a f te r  an i n i t i a l  decision has 
been made. I n i t i a l  decisions are made by a few key administrators prac­
t ic in g  "au tho r i ta t ive  leadership." A p o l i t i c a l  process is  then used to 
e s tab l ish  a degree of acceptance before the decision is  announced to  the 
general community. The decision is  often modified as a r e s u l t  of th i s  
p o l i t i c a l  process. The role  of the advocate in th is  process is  very 
important. The advocate may be the administrator  i n i t i a t i n g  the deci­
sion, another administrator who chooses to support the posit ion,  a s t a f f  
a s s i s t a n t ,  or i t  may be a group of people. The advocate serves to 
st imulate  the open p o l i t i c a l  process.
PROPOSITION B 2: General goals and objectives for  resource man-
agement have a degree of c l a r i t y  only at  the top administrat ion 
l e v e l .
Rationale. The programmatic goals of the univers i ty  have t r a d i ­
t io n a l ly  been ambiguous. A number of studies reported in the l i t e r a t u r e  
address t h i s  topic .  One of the b e t te r  known studies i s  tha t  of Edward
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Gross and Paul V. Grambsch.?! They analyzed the goals of facu l ty  and
administrators in a large number of American un iv e rs i t ie s .  Commenting
o n  t h i s  s t u d y  B a l d r i d g e ,  e t .  a l .  s t a t e :
The r e s u l t  was remarkable in tha t  both administrators and facu l ty  
marked as important almost every one of the 47 goals l i s t e d  by 
Gross and Grambsch. To be sure, they ranked some higher than 
others - academic freedom being one near the top. But the point 
i s ,  people seem to feel the un ivers i ty  should be doing almost 
everything. Under these circumstances, i t  is d i f f i c u l t  to see 
how i t  can do anything.?2
I f  University-wide goals are ambiguous i t  is  d i f f i c u l t  to see how 
goals and objectives fo r  resource a l locat ion decisions can be anything 
other than ambiguous. Goals and objectives for  resource management can 
be stated only in very general terms and are therefore ,  l e f t  open to 
in te rp re ta t io n  by the resource management decision makers.
Evidence. Interview resu l ts  confirm tha t  the t rad i t io n a l  ambi­
gui ty  of goals applies to  the in s t i tu ion  studied. Ten of the i n te r ­
viewees believed tha t  broad based general goals are sta ted in the 
P res iden t 's  Guidance Memorandum but agreed tha t  these are open to 
in te rp re ta t io n .  Six interviewees said they f e l t  goals are not c lea r ly  
s ta ted ,  but th a t  progress is  being made toward improved statement of 
goals. One interviewee s ta ted  tha t  goals were " to ta l ly  lacking." 
Interviewees agreed th a t  resources do tend to flow toward the 
U nivers i ty 's  general ly s ta ted  emphases which appear in the Mission 
Statement and other documents.?3
The direc tion  of the University is  not determined by a single  
decision but by a co l lec t ion  of decisions made (or avoided) over a
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period of time. However, minor changes, and, on occasion, major changes 
in d irec tion  can be in i t i a t e d  by the President through resource a l loca­
t ion guidelines provided early  in the budget generation cycle. At the 
in s t i t u t io n  studied, the President publishes the P res iden t 's  Guidance 
Memorandum which pro-vides the Pres iden t 's  desired emphases, and 
programmatic th rus ts  for the new budget year. All but one interviewee 
agreed th a t  general goals for  resource management are contained in the 
P res iden t 's  Guidance Memorandum.
A se t  of specif ic  goals for  resource management have been agreed 
to by top administrat ion. These goals are:  1) operational expenditures 
must balance with revenues, 2) conservative p o l ic ie s ,  including con­
tingency funds and reserves are appropriate , and 3) t ig h t  control of 
personnel funds will be maintained as mandated by the Sta te .  There was 
considerable evidence tha t  these goals are not well communicated below 
the vice pres identia l  level .  The Associate Executive Vice President 
made th is  observation:
I think there is  some common understanding but I have to say tha t  
the fuduciary goals, the f inancial  health concepts, and param­
e te rs  are probably carr ied  in the heads of a few se lec t  individ­
uals who have the accountabil i ty  fo r  the broad univers i ty .  This 
i s  probably three or four people including the President, 
Executive Vice President,  Associate Executive Vice President,  and 
the Budget Officer. These people have a broader concern fo r  the 
Univers i ty 's  f inancial  s ta tus  and the balance of the s i tua t ion .?4
Although the above quote does not mention the other vice p res i ­
dents, the evidence does indicate  tha t  the fuduciary goals are well 
understood by the vice presidents.  One vice president  s ta te s  the 
following:
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I t  is  general ly understood th a t  we cannot operate in a d e f i c i t  
expenditure mode. Conservative po l ic ies  are c lear  and generally 
understood. Vice presidents  understand tha t  they cannot over 
budget personnel posi tions in the hopes of using these funds in 
other  ways. I think th a t  beyond th i s  the goals and objectives 
are not c lear  nor are they understood.?5
There i s  general agreement among those below the vice presiden­
t i a l  level that  University-wide resource management goals and objectives 
are not well communicated to th a t  leve l .  Further, there is  general 
agreement tha t  goals and objectives for  resource management are also not 
c lea r ly  se t  at the operations l e v e l . ? 6 One dean s ta ted  the following:
I f  they are c lea r ly  se t  a t  the univers i ty  leve l ,  then they are 
not well communicated a t  t h i s  level.  Within my school they are 
not c lea r ly  se t .  My assessment of the school is tha t  i t s  
programmatic responses have been react ive  - i t  has not iden t i f ied  
i t s  p r i o r i t i e s ,  nor attempted to  get the resources or rea l loca te  
ex is t ing  resources in accordance with these p r i o r i t i e s .  . . .??
A d irec tor  had the following comment about resource management goals and
objectives:
No they are not c lear .  I would have to  say th a t  I don ' t  even 
know what they are. The only thing I know fo r  sure is  tha t  I 
must balance my accounts at the end of the year . I t  appears tha t  
the goal is to at l eas t  maintain what has been done before.?8
There appears to be a fee l ing  among the administrators tha t  the
level of deta i l  in goals and objectives s ta ted  in the P res iden t 's
Memorandum is  appropriate.
I think th a t  we do a reasonably good job in identifying broad 
areas of emphasis. These broad guidelines se t  the d irec tion  and 
are very helpful in the planning process., I don ' t  think such 
guidelines should be overly de ta i led .  We need f l e x i b i l i t y  in 
determining how best to move in the general direc tion th a t  has 
been establ ished.  We need f l e x i b i l i t y  in in te rp re t ing  them so 
t h a t  we can be innovative.79
In summary, the evidence c lea r ly  supports the proposition tha t  
general goals and objectives for  resource management have a degree of
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c l a r i t y  only at the top administration level .  The fac t  that  a degree of 
c l a r i t y  ex is ts  at  tha t  level is  viewed by the top administrators as an 
improvement over the past .  Many of the administrators believe tha t  the 
statement of resource management objectives in generalized form is 
appropriate in a un ivers i ty  environment. The lack of adequate com­
munication of even these generalized statements to the lower echelons of 
the organization i s  viewed as troublesome.
PROPOSITION B 3: Long-term tr igger ing  cues, communicated down­
ward through the organization,  i n i t i a t e  the decision-making pro­
cess for most of the major resource management decisions.  
Short-term tr igger ing  cues, orig inating in the lower echelons of 
the univers i ty ,  flow upward to i n i t i a t e  most resource rea l locat ion 
decisions.
Rationale. The questions addressed by th i s  proposition are:
What or who i n i t i a t e s  the decision making process? What causes the 
manager to decide to decide? How does th is  stimulus reach the decision 
maker? Porate suggests tha t  " t r igger ing  cues" are required to i n i t i a t e  
the decision making process .36 When a t r igger ing  cue a le r ts  administra­
to rs  of the need fo r  a resource management or control decision, a 
decision-making s t ruc tu re  is  act ivated.  The pa r t icu la r  composition of 
the s t ruc ture ,  i . e . ,  the par t ic ipan ts  involved, and the organizational 
uni t  level involved is  determined, at l e a s t  in pa r t ,  by pr ior  cons t i tu ­
tional decisions which formally defines authori ty  al locat ion.
Therefore, the question of who will p a r t ic ipa te  is  asked and answered 
almost subconsiously -  who has the primary decision-making prerogative 
fo r  th is  pa r t icu la r  type s i tua t ion?  I f  the s i tua t ion  c a l l s  for  the 
application of special expert ise  and knowledge then administrat ive
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substructures may be activated. Thus prior  const i tu t ional  decisions 
which include both formal and informal a l locat ion of authori ty  predeter­
mine the decision-making s t ruc tu re  when tr igger ing  cues are recognized.
There are two types of t r igger ing  cues, short-term and long-term. 
Short-term tr igger ing  cues usually  r e s u l t  from operational pressures, 
are unscheduled, and decisions usually need to be made quickly. Long­
term t r igger ing  cues usually evolve from the on-going s t r a te g ic  planning 
of the organization. Long-term cues are more abs t rac t ,  pressure for  a
decision is less ,  and decisions are longer in being reached. For
example, the budgeting cycle begins in accordance with the S t a te ' s  
calendar for  submission of budget requests .  Time is  generally not a 
major fac to r  because the budget cycle i s  approximately eighteen months 
in length. Most of the major and c r i t i c a l  resource management decisions 
are linked to  th i s  calendar. Short-term tr igger ing  cues usually are 
generated by operational pressures such as the need to  rea l locate  
resources to cover an emergency s i tu a t io n ,  or to  adjust  the budget as a
r e s u l t  of a revenue s h o r t - f a l l ,  or to take advantage of an opportunity
th a t  presents i t s e l f .  Such decisions usually require  a quick response.
An e ffec t ive  administrat ive monitoring system is  required to e f f i c i e n t ly  
and e f fe c t iv e ly  communicate both types of t r igger ing cues to decision 
makers.
Evidence. All of the top administrators agreed tha t  time is  not a 
c r i t i c a l  fac tor  in the decision making process r e la t iv e  to major 
resource management decisions. Long-term tr igger ing cues, such as Sta te
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mandated submission dates,  are conveyed to the i n s t i tu t io n  well in 
advance. The budget preparation and submission calendar is well docu­
mented and is  disseminated to all  who need i t .  Three of the top admi­
n i s t r a to r s  did indicate  tha t  i t  would be very helpful to incorporate 
these dates into an overall univers i ty  decision calendar.
Another type of long-term tr igger ing  cue could be labeled 
s t ra tegy  t r igger ing  cues. These cues are generated by monitoring at  the 
university-wide level .  The President made th i s  observation:
I pay a great  deal of a t ten t ion  to the a t t i tudes  re f lec ted  by key 
people on the money committees Cat the Sta te  level]  because I 
know I will have to deal with them somewhere along the l ine .
Other important cues are the signals sent out by S ta te  Council 
th a t  important changes are in the wind.3*
Another type of long-term cue i s  hidden costs in new program proposals. 
Long-term planning, including projections of on-going costs and ind irec t  
resource requirements such as l ib ra ry  mater ia ls ,  space, equipment, and 
facu l ty ,  is  required to  generate these cues.
Timely t r igge r ing  of the resource management decision-making pro­
cess becomes a problem primarily a f t e r  the budget for  the new year is 
executed.32 There are scheduled checkpoints such as, re lease  of 
enrollment data each semester (revenue), and budgets are monitored for  
r a te  of expenditure. These formal checkpoints provide essent ia l  in for­
mation about deviations from the expected to the decision makers. There 
are also t r igger ing  cues tha t  flow through the informal communications 
channels. Informal conversations between a dean and his facu l ty ,  or 
between a vice president and a dean may bring problems to l ig h t  th a t
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will t r ig g e r  a decision s i tua t ion .  Short-term tr igger ing  cues flow 
upward through both formal and informal communications channels.33
The budget is  generated several months in advance of i t s  execu­
t ion and th i s  creates the need to adjust  to r e a l i ty .  For example, the 
budget is  "put to  bed" in the spring j u s t  about the time th a t  facu l ty  
are leaving for  the summer. They get t h e i r  f i r s t  good look at  the 
budget upon returning in the f a l l  and frequently  find i t  necessary to 
request adjustments to meet the needs of the department for  the fa l l  
semester. Changes in personnel, in p a r t i cu la r ,  i n i t i a t e  many of these 
adjustments .34
A very bothersome type of t r igger ing  cue i s  the problem that 
should have been anticipated.  These problems a r ise  primarily from in­
adequate short-sighted planning. One vice president s ta ted :  " . . .  I
think you have to protect  yourself  from someone dropping a problem on 
you th a t  could have been a n t ic ip a ted .35 The s t ra tegy  tha t  has been i n i ­
t i a t e d  to s ig n i f ic an t ly  reduce these types of problems is  to place the 
re spo n s ib i l i ty  close to  the act ion. Problems tha t  could have been 
antic ipated will not be covered by rea l locat ion  of resources at  a higher 
level.  They must be absorbed at  the level where they are iden t i f ied .  
With th i s  s t ra tegy  in place, more care will be taken in planning.
A subtle  type of t r igger ing  cue was iden t i f ied  by one vice p re s i ­
dent. "I have heard i t  said on campus tha t  the way to get resources is  
to  foul up. I am afra id  tha t  all  too often i t  is  t rue  th a t  the way to 
get resources is  to create  problems."35
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One way to  i n i t i a t e  decision action is  to get things on the 
agenda. A department chairperson s ta ted:  "I think things get
addressed, not so much because of the qual i ty  of the idea, but whether 
you are able to get them on the agenda."87 Knowing who controls the 
agenda and the a b i l i ty  to influence th i s  person to put issues on the 
agenda is  very important. The ro le  of the s t a f f  a ss i s tan t  is an impor­
t an t  fac tor  in th i s  case because they have access to the key decision
makers and can influence the agenda.
Three of the interviewees drew a t ten t ion  to  t r igger ing cues tha t  
r e s u l t  from "opportunity surve i l lance ."  There is no way fo r  even the 
best  planner or fo recas ter  to f u l ly  predict  the fu ture .  Unanticipated 
events will occur and opportunit ies will present themselves and to seize 
an opportunity there must be f l e x i b i l i t y  in resource management. One 
interviewee had th is  comment:
The in s t i t u t io n  has only recently  become sens i t ive  to  the need to
conduct opportunity survei l lance.  A contingency fund is  now
maintained for  covering unanticipated events and for  taking 
advantage of opportunit ies . The planning process now requires
uni t  heads to iden t i fy  pro jec ts ,  equipment needs, and programs
tha t  should have p r i o r i t y  should opportunity funds become 
a v a i lab le .88
The t r igger ing  cues are the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of contingency funds or unused 
funds as the end of the year approaches. The information used in the
decision-making process i s  a p r io r i t i z e d  l i s t  of needs which were not
met by the original  budget. There may also be new ideas tha t  evolve 
outside the thought process associated with budget generation which need 
to  be considered at such times. The need for  opportunity surveillance
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to  become a routine part  of the resource management process i s  now f u l ly  
recognized.
In summary, the decision-making process is  i n i t i a t e d  by the deci­
sion maker recognizing tr igger ing  cues. Long-term t r igger ing  cues f r e ­
quently or ig ina te  outside the univers i ty .  Strategy cues which a le r t  the 
decision maker to the possible  need to change or adjust  f i s c a l  policy 
are one very important category of long-term cues.
Short-term tr igger ing  cues generally o r ig ina te  within the lower 
echelons of the i n s t i tu t io n  and flow up through formal and informal 
channels of communication. A wide va r ie ty  of short-term cues were 
discussed. Some types of cues indicate  weaknesses in the  planning pro­
cess and to  reduce the number of such cues the process must be improved. 
Cues or ig ina t ing  from opportunity survei l lance  can be responded to only 
i f  the i n s t i tu t io n  has f l e x i b i l i t y  in i t s  resource management stategy 
and has planned for  i t  in i t s  f i sca l  policy.
Summary
Resource management decision making i s  a very complex process 
tha t  is  not read i ly  v i s ib le  to those outside the process. The decisions 
are f requently unstructured and incorporate both factual and value pre­
mises. The objective tends to be developing an appropriate response - 
one tha t  will be accepted by the membership. The open p o l i t i c a l  process 
stimulated by an advocate is the basic vehic le  fo r  gaining acceptance 
and f ina l  decisions evolve from th is  process.
I n i t i a l  gross a llocation decisions are t ig h t ly  held by the top 
administrators and decisions at th is  level are guided by general goals
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s ta ted  as policy guidelines.  Policy guides the decision ra ther  than 
do l la r  amounts. These general goals are not well understood below the 
vice pres identia l  level .
The decision-making process i s  in i t i a t e d  by long-term and short­
term tr igger ing  cues. Administrative systems are necessary to  monitor 
and transmit these cues to the decision maker. These systems include 
formal monitoring systems, which may be computer-based, and informal 
channels of communication.
Resource management decision-making process can be anarchy or a 
controlled and guided process. The choice i s  t h a t  of the leadership of 
the top administrat ion of the i n s t i t u t io n .  The accountabil i ty  fo r  
resource management u l t imately  r e s t s  with them. The description pro­
vided here represents how one un iv e r s i ty ' s  administrators have choosen 
to  carry out the resource management process.
Category C. Behavioral Variables 
Three basic assumptions are made concerning the patterns of deci­
sion maker behavior. F i r s t ,  i t  is  assumed there are increasingly 
complex levels  of decision making. Second, i t  is  assumed th a t  there are 
two major behavior levels  of decision making, intrapersonal  or individ­
ual decision making, and interpersonal or group decision making. The 
th i rd  assumption is  tha t  those fac tors  tha t  a f fec t  decision making at 
the intrapersonal level are l ike ly  also to a f fec t  interpersonal  pro­
cesses,  which in turn will have an e f fec t  on the way decisions are made 
in groups.
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Lewin has theorized tha t  an ind iv idua l ' s  behavior may be 
understood as a function of two parameters: "E" (environment) and "P"
(person). "E" consists of a ll  the fac tors  encountered in the individ­
u a l ' s  physical and social environment. "P", on the other hand, con­
s i s t s  of the ind iv idua l 's  needs, b e l i e f s ,  and values, the se t  of 
enduring predisposi tions (personali ty  t r a i t s )  tha t  he ca r r ies  with 
him.89 Without careful consideration of both of these parameters, one 
cannot understand the meaning of an ind iv idua l ' s  behavior. The 
variables explored in t h i s  category focus on decision maker behavior 
variables shaped by personal and environmental parameters.
CORE PROPOSITION C: Rational i ty  in resource management decision­
making by un ivers i ty  administrators i s  limited by th e i r  innate 
and acquired s k i l l s ,  and avai lable  information, therefore ,  the 
bounded r a t i o n a l i ty  model best  describes the context of the i r  
decision-making behavior.
The bounded r a t i o n a l i ty  model presents the decision maker as a
human being who has limited information processing and assimilation
a b i l i t y .  As a r e s u l t  the person's  view of the a l te rna t ives  and outcomes
i s  r e s t r i c te d  or bounded to varying degrees. Simon has explained the
concept in t h i s  way:
. . . when the l imits  to  r a t i o n a l i t y  are viewed from the individ­
u a l ' s  standpoint,  -they f a l l  into three categories:  he i s  limited 
by his unconscious s k i l l s ,  hab i ts ,  and re f lexes ;  he is  limited by 
his  values and conceptions of purpose, which may diverge from the 
organizat ional  goals; he is  limited by the extent  of his 
knowledge and information. The individual can be ra t ional  in 
terms of the organizat ion 's  goals only to  the extent that  he is  
able to  pursue a p a r t i cu la r  course of act ion; he has a correct  
conception of the goals of the action;  and he is  correc t ly  
informed about the conditions surrounding his  action. Within the 
boundaries la id  down by these f ac to r s ,  his choices are ra t ional  — 
goal-oriented. 99
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Rationale. In any discussion of decision making there i s  an 
implied presence of r a t io n a l i ty .  But there i s  a great  deal of 
disagreement regarding exactly what is  meant by the term ra t iona l .  
Hodgetts and Altman suggest three d i f fe ren t  ways of defining ra t ion ­
a l i t y .  F i r s t ,  i t  can be defined using economic terms and considering 
a ra t ional  decision as one which objec t ive ly  maximizes one 's  advantage. 
This de f in i t ion  suggests the "economic man" who always maximizes out­
comes. Economic man's behavior i s  best represented by the econologic 
model. Another de f in i t ion  i s  tha t  a person is  ra t ional  when he or she 
chooses a course of action tha t  maximizes advantage regardless of 
whether i t  can be objec t ively  measured. This de f in i t ion  f i t s  the 
"administrat ive man", who chooses a l te rna t ives  th a t  are sa t i s fac to ry  or 
"good enough." F inally ,  a th i rd  way of viewing r a t i o n a l i ty  is  to  exa­
mine the decision process i t s e l f  and determine i f  i t  i s  orderly and 
log ica l .  This th i rd  de f in i t ion  can be used by both economic man and 
administrat ive man. However, administ rat ive man's behavior is best 
represented in the context of the bounded r a t i o n a l i ty  model.91
The un ivers i ty  administrator  i s  a human being who wishes to make 
good decisions,  but he i s  usually a f a r  cry from the "economic man" who 
chooses the a l te rna t ive  tha t  objectively  maximizes his payoff. I t  is  
common for  the administrator to begin the decision making process by 
choosing the most obvious a l te rna t ive  and re jec t ing  others unless his or 
her f i r s t  choice proves to be inadequate. This often s a t i s f i e s  the 
human need to simplify complex s i tu a t io n s .
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The l im i ts  as described in Simon's statement of bounded r a t io n ­
a l i t y  are common human and environmental l imita t ions  found in the real 
world. These l imita t ions  do not necessar i ly  make the administrator 
i r r a t io n a l .  They simply l im i t  his a b i l i ty  to function in the pure sense 
of the ra t iona l - idea l  model which demands c lear  and concise defin i t ion 
of objectives, comprehensive information, and is  characterized by 
l in ea r ,  step-wise a c t iv i t y  with each step being e s se n t ia l ly  d iscre te .
As pointed out e a r l i e r ,  goals and objectives in higher education tend to  
be ambiguous, information is  often not available  or i s  value laden, 
and decision making a c t iv i t y  tends to involve p o l i t i c a l  a c t iv i ty  which 
i s  general ly not l inear  nor does i t  consist  of d iscre te  steps.  The 
bounded r a t i o n a l i t y  model best describes the context of administrative 
behavior in the real world of the univers i ty .
Evidence. The difference between managed organizations and 
administered organizations are frequently  i l l u s t r a t e d  by comparisons 
between business and government; business i s  managed, and government is 
administered, and education, a t  a l l  levels  is  administered. Peter 
Drucker suggests tha t  i t  i s  primarily the nature of the organization 
t h a t  determines whether administrat ion or management is  the most 
appropriate mode of l e a d e r s h i p . 92 The unique organization of higher 
education with i t s  inescapable interdependencies among governing boards, 
administrators, facu l ty ,  and students, and i t s  tendency toward decen­
t r a l iz e d  decision making suggests tha t  the president  provides leadership 
more in the t r a d i t io n  of administrator  than manager. The President of 
Old Dominion espouses leadership through the p o l i t i c a l  process, but on
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occasion finds i t  necessary to exercise leadership in a more authori­
t a r ian  approach. He fe e l s  strongly tha t  a purely authori tar ian  approach 
will "eventually get the president  in d i f f i c u l t y . " 93 The p o l i t i c a l  pro­
cess i s  not logical in the ra t iona l - idea l  sense of goal-oriented 
d isc re te  steps toward a solution based upon factual information.
Instead goals are ambiguous and open to in te rp re ta t ion ,  process is 
hal t ing  and i t e r a t i v e ,  and values and be l ie f s  influence the in te rp re ta ­
tion of factual  information. The bounded r a t i o n a l i ty  model more accu­
r a t e ly  describes the decision making process. Diesing c a l l s  th i s
"po l i t ica l  r a t i o n a l i t y . "94
"S t a t i s f i c in g " - Interview re s u l t s  show th a t  resource management 
decision makers frequently  display s a t i s f i c in g  behavior which is  charac­
t e r i s t i c  of the bounded r a t i o n a l i t y  model. Ten of the fourteen in t e r ­
viewees who had an opinion on t h i s  s ta ted th a t  s a t i s f ic in g  behavior was 
frequently  par t  of the decision making process (See Table 5). I t  was 
generally agreed by the interviewees tha t  i t  is  impossible to ident i fy  
and evaluate a l l  a l te rna t ives  and the tendency is  to se lec t  the f i r s t  
a l te rn a t iv e  th a t  is good enough or tha t  is  believed will be 
acceptable .95 So fo r  a l l  p rac t ical  purposes, the major question for  
the administrator  i s ,  which a l te rn a t iv e  i s  most acceptable. The 
President confirmed th is  in an interview when he said:
There are things tha t  I feel  strongly should be done, but I have 
to make a decision about what is acceptable. . . I must seek 
some semblance of consensus. . . On occasion I have found i t  
necessary to make leadership decisions tha t  did not involve 
consensus. . . even then I must consider what I can get away 
with. . . to do any good as president you have to remain the 
p res iden t .95
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TABLE 5 
DECISION MAKING STRATEGIES
Strategy Important Frequent Sometimes Seldom
Simplif ication 1 4 4 5
Sat is f ic ing 2 10 2
Compromise 2 7 7 1
Consensus 6 7 2 3
Authori tative 5 3 9 1
Bargaining 1 2 5 5
Pol i t ic ing 12 15 2
Bureaucracy 5 12 1
In tu i t ive 7 12 1
Not a l l  interviewees expressed an 
frequency of these s t r a te g ie s .
opinion about the importance or
One vice president  believes th a t  the degree to which s a t i s f i c in g
behavior i s  displayed depends upon the importance of the issue: " I f  the
decision is  judged to  be of medium to  low importance, then there  is a
tendency to be s a t i s f i c in g .  I f  the decision i s  considered to be of
major importance, then we tend to  take more time and care in arr iving a t
a d e c i s i o n . "97 Another vice president  had a d i f fe ren t  perspective:
Yes, very d e f in i te ly  there  is  a strong tendency to  go with the 
f i r s t  good and reasonable solut ion tha t  comes along, thus 
l imiting the number of a l te rn a t iv e s  considered. There i s  another 
aspect to  th i s  caused by the funding constra in ts  tha t  we work 
under. There are tasks we cannot t o t a l l y  fund in a given year; 
i t  may take four or f ive  years to  reach our objective. This is 
d i f fe ren t  from incremental funding where you take a base and add 
a l i t t l e  each year. In th i s  case we have a problem which cannot 
be t o t a l l y  resolved th i s  year so we break i t  up into segments 
depending on the funds tha t  can be put into  i t  t h i s  year , and 
then we return to  i t  next year. As I understand Simon's de f in i ­
t ion of s a t i s f i c in g ,  th i s  could be considered s a t i s f ic in g  in th a t
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we accept a solution tha t  is less than ideal with the intent  of 
returning to the problem l a t e r . 98
Simplified Model of Reality - The decision maker, e i ther  as an 
individual or as a group pa r t ic ipan t ,  addressing a complex problem, such 
as resource management, is bombarded by a d ivers i ty  of information and 
social st imuli .  The inherent limited cognitive a b i l i t y  of the human 
forces the individual or group to simplify by being se lective  of the 
stimuli absorbed in the process. F i l t e r s  are constructed in a varie ty  
of ways. A common means of f i l t e r i n g  social stimuli and information is 
the development of models which serve to organize the perceptual 
environment. Hodgetts and Altman s ta te :  "There is considerable evi­
dence available  to indicate tha t  most decision makers employ a 
simplif ied model of r e a l i ty .  When confronted with a complex s i tua t ion  
they have faced in the the past ,  they often use the same general s t r a t ­
egy, i f  i t  was previously successful ,  as they did l a s t  time, and opt 
fo r  a new approach i f  the previous stra tegy did not work out w e l l . " 99 
Simplici ty i s  gained by considering only tha t  information or other 
potential  influences that  " f i t "  or make sense within the  model. The 
v ir tue  of the need for simplic i ty  i s  ".  . . that  i t  encourages and 
enables the decision maker to impose a framework that  organizes in fo r ­
mation and a set of choices in such a way tha t  action can be taken ."100 
Top administrators who make the i n i t i a l  allocation decisions 
simplify a very complex s i tua t ion  by only considering allocation of 
resources at a gross level,  i . e . ,  personal services, non-personal s e r ­
vices,  equipment, and capita l  expenditures. These i n i t i a l  allocations
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are made based upon the top adminis t ra tor 's  perceived model of the
University. " I t  is  within the author i ty  of th e i r  posit ions to make th is
determination based on the general guidance provided by the
P r e s i d e n t . "101 In commenting on s implic i ty  the President s ta te s :  ". . .
We usually  don ' t  t r y  to  second guess the chairman or deans on the 
d e ta i l s .  There j u s t  i s n ' t  enough time to  go through each budget and 
question every i tem ."102 The Executive Vice President s t a te s :  " In i t i a l
a l loca t ions  ( targe ts )  are se t  at t h i s  level with some input from the 
vice presidents . . .  i t  is  not r e a l ly  a grass roots process. Vice pre­
sidents ,  deans and chairmen get involved in spec i f ic  al locat ions a f te r  
the i n i t i a l  t a rge ts  are s e t . "103 decentra lizat ion of resource man­
agement decision making across a hierarchy of respons ib i l i ty  centers ,  
each of which addresses a d i f fe ren t  level of d e ta i l ,  is in f ac t  a form 
of s impli f ica t ion  in i t s e l f .
Subjective Rational i ty  -  While individuals believe tha t  they are 
highly s c i e n t i f i c  and log ica l ,  in r e a l i t y ,  research shows tha t  most 
respond to subject ive c r i t e r i a  as w e l l .  104 As noted by one interviewee:
I find th a t  I make a judgment about who the advocate i s  for  a 
pa r t icu la r  funding request . . . i t  is  often d i f f i c u l t  to have 
all  of the specif ic  information about all  of the issues. I find 
th a t  I often put more dependence on the person presenting the 
idea than attempting to  search fo r  a l l  the information.105
A dean pointed out the need to  respond to  the human element in a deci­
sion. "Sometimes i t  i s  very c lear  what needs to be done but we tend to 
not go all  the way. . . we can afford to  be and need to be compassionate 
where they are not in other parts of the w o r l d . " 106 Not all  decisions
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are made on a s t r i c t l y  dol lars  and cents or on measureable payoff basis . 
One vice president  said tha t  he believed there is  . . an equity fac ­
tor  involved in th a t  some consideration i s  given to maintaining morale 
by providing to each major operating un i t  some incentive to  continue to 
t r y  to be creat ive by funding selected a c t i v i t i e s . "107 j t  is  concluded 
th a t  subjective r a t i o n a l i ty  i s  ever-present and in some instances may 
replace objective r a t io n a l i ty ,  but most resource management decisions 
are a combination of objective and subjective r a t io n a l i ty .
Judgment, "col lec t ive  judgment," and in tu i t ion  based on 
experience were repeatedly mentioned in the interviews as key elements 
in decisions, especial ly  at the f inancial  policy level .  A dean made 
the following observation:
I think th a t  most decision making tha t  is of real consequence has 
a cer ta in  in tu i t iv e  component to i t .  In most major decisions we 
never have all  the information, or there is a need to in te rp re t  
what we do have. Judgments are necessary and there is  always a 
c er ta in  amount of r isk  involved in such major decisions. We can­
not depend t o t a l l y  on d a t a . I 98
All but one of the vice presidents expressed the opinion tha t  in tu i t ion
was an important fac tor  in resource management decision making at  the
policy leve l .  Further questioning on t h i s  led to the discovery tha t
def in i t ion  of the term in tu i t ion  d iffered  among the respondents. Most
were defining in tu i t ion  as insightful  knowledge gained through
experience, while one defined i t  as "off the top" or "pop" decisions.
Another interviewee supported the former defin i t ion  in the  following
comment:
I believe in in tu i t ion  and I think we all  use i t  . . .  I think 
what we cal l  in tu i t ion  is  mostly an accumulation of experience 
which guides us when we have to operate so quickly th a t  there is 
no time to weigh all  the fac ts  or even gather a l l  the f a c t s . 109
-210-
Others describe i t  as tha t  elusive "gut feeling" tha t  something is  r igh t  
or wrong or which t e l l s  .you to take a second look or dig deeper into the 
problem. In general,  the interviewees believe th a t  in tu i t io n  plays a 
ro le  in most of the c r i t i c a l  decisions.
In summary, resource management decision making behavior of the 
key decision makers in the Universi ty can be characterized as "bounded 
r a t i o n a l i t y . "  Decision making behavior defined as " sa t is f ic ing"  by 
Herbert Simon i s  f requently  observed. Selecting the f i r s t  acceptable 
a l t e rna t iv e  or a "good enough fo r  now" solution i s  not uncommon in the 
less  c r i t i c a l  decision s i tu a t io n s .  Because of the complex nature of 
most c r i t i c a l  decisions,  administrators were found to use the common 
s t r a te g y  of "s im pli f ica t ion ."  Top administ rators make gross allocat ions 
and each h ierarchical  center  of decision makers addresses a d i f fe ren t  
level of de ta i l  in the a l locat ion  of resources. This decentra l izat ion 
of r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  i s  a form of s im pli f ica t ion .  F inally ,  the introduc­
t ion  of subjective r a t i o n a l i ty ,  including value judgments and in tu i t io n ,  
into  the decision making process, p a r t i cu la r ly  a t  the policy formulation 
lev e l ,  fu r the r  supports the proposition th a t  the bounded r a t i o n a l i ty  
model best  describes the context of resource a l locat ion decision maker 
behavior.
PROPOSITION C 1; The University  has a heavy dependence upon 
a v o la t i l e  external environment and th i s  re su l t s  in cen t ra l iza ­
t ion of f i sca l  policy decisions and a generally conservative 
decision making behavior.
Rationale : The Universi ty  i s  a state-supported in s t i tu t io n
dependent upon the S ta te  fo r  approximately 57 percent of i t s  revenue.
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In recent years,  accountabil i ty  demands accompanying these funds have 
increased s ig n i f ic an t ly ,  and th i s  changing environment has had a d i rec t  
impact on resource management decision making. "The degree of autonomy 
th a t  an organization has in regard to i t s  environment is  one of the 
c r i t i c a l  determinants of how i t  will be managed."HO The University is  
an "open system" in tha t  i t  in te rac ts  constantly  with i t s  environment 
and is  open to influences from th i s  environment. Administrators of the 
i n s t i t u t io n ,  e spec ia l ly  the top administ ra tors,  occupy "boundary posi­
tions" in tha t  they are the communications channel through which the 
in te rac t ion  with the environment occurs r e la t iv e  to resource flow. This 
i s  a powerful posit ion in tha t  they in te rp re t  the external pressure and 
demands for  accountabil i ty . Baldridge, e t .  a l . ,  in t h e i r  National Study 
of Academic Management, hypothesize the following:
Heavy environmental dependency . . . r e s u l t s  in a 'dominant 
c o a l i t io n '  of administrators . The more dependent a college i s  on 
i t s  environment, the more l ik e ly  the administrators are to take 
on great  power . . . When resources are short and a few powerful 
f inancial  barrons are contro l l ing  the purse s t r in g s ,  the admin­
i s t r a to r s  use th a t  dependency to d ic ta te  educational policy . . . 
These kinds of problems always give administrators  more power to 
determine educational policy, a l loca te  resources, and make c r i t i ­
cal policy decisions. In short ,  dependency on the outside world 
concentrates power in the hands of administ rators,  and a 'domi­
nant coa l i t io n '  of administrat ive e l i t e  emerges . . . H I
The i n s t a b i l i t y  of external funding tends to cause administrators
to take a conservative approach in t h e i r  f i sca l  policy decision making.
Even a f te r  appropriations have been made there  is  the ever-present
p o s s ib i l i ty  tha t  expenditures of these funds will be constrained by the
Executive Branch of the State government. To insure f inancia l  health
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and accountabil i ty ,  funds must be held to meet possible reversion of 
appropriated funds.
Evidence. There was fu l l  agreement among administrators i n te r ­
viewed th a t  the Executive Branch of the S ta te  government has a s i g n i f i ­
cant impact on resource management decision within the i n s t i tu t io n .  
Control is exercised through the funding formula, and the General 
Assembly impacts the in s t i tu t io n  through the p o l i t i c a l  process. State  
regula t ion and policy fu r the r  impact the in s t i tu t io n  through manpower 
p o l ic ie s ,  expenditure report ing and se lec t ive  control on purchases.H2 
One administrator summarized th i s  external impact as follows:
The whole p o l i t i c a l  s t ruc tu re  impacts us. The Governor's i n i ­
t i a t i v e s ,  the Legis la ture ,  S ta te  Council, a l l  have an impact. In 
many cases they do not leave us much room. There are often con­
di t ions  in the Legis la t ive  Appropriations Act as to how the money 
can be spent. . . I think th a t  the Sta te  p o l i t i c a l  process pro­
bably has the grea tes t  impact as i t  generates and controls  the
appropr ia t ion . 1^
The President ,  Executive Vice President,  Associate Executive Vice 
President,  and, to  varying degrees, the vice presidents occupy "boundary 
posit ions" between the University and i t s  external e n v i r o n m e n t . H4 
Most of the policy level information exchange between the University and 
s t a t e  governmental agencies occurs through these individuals . They are 
also the  focal point of accountabil i ty  demands. There i s  a cer ta in  
amount of power th a t  comes from th i s  posi t ion in th a t  they in te rp re t  and 
f i l t e r  information for  others in the i n s t i t u t io n .  They are in a posi­
t ion  to at  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  control the agenda. They determine what 
resources will be requested, what programs will be advocated, what the
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r e la t iv e  p r io r i t i e s  are. There are a number of operations level middle 
managers who in te rac t  with the extenal environment but for  an en t i re ly  
d i f fe ren t  purpose. They in te rac t  in the process of carrying out State 
mandated regulations and procedures. Such individuals include the 
Budget Officer, Controller,  and the Director of Planning and Budget.
The l a t t e r  is  responsible fo r  the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  external reporting.
System boundary positions are key posit ions which enhance the internal 
organizational power of those individuals occupying them.
The in s t i t u t i o n ' s  administration has reacted to the S ta te ' s  
s t r ingent  economic policy and demands for  accountabili ty.  Strong leader­
ship has been taken by the top administrators and tightening up measures 
have been in i t i a t e d .  "We determined tha t  in a scarce environment there had 
to be direction and tha t  we could not survive with a loose cadre of people 
who somehow managed to meet the c r i s e s . " H 5  strong leadership and direc­
tion se t t ing  decisions has characterized the current President 's  admin­
i s t r a t io n .  The Executive Vice President s ta te s :
Major changes have occurred as a r e su l t  of changes in the eco­
nomic environment. As funds tightened up at the State level the 
i n s t i tu t io n s  found i t  necessary to also t ighten up. In our par­
t i c u la r  case, front-end resource allocation Ctargets} strategy 
has been in s t i tu ted  to be t ter  define the f inancial 'boxes' within 
which units  can work. . . We are making f i sca l  policy judgments 
a t  the front  end of the process based on r e a l i s t i c  judgments 
about what resources will be ava i lab le .Ho
This tightening up and target  se t t ing  stra tegy is understood and 
general ly accepted by the vice presidents . However, i t  was noted 
e a r l i e r  in th is  study, central ized ta rge t  se t t ing  stra tegy i s  not 
understood much below the vice presidentia l  l eve l .H 7
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Demands fo r  accountabili ty have also made i t  necessary to  tighten 
up. Administrators, especial ly  the President, feel the brunt of these 
demands and to meet these demands s t r i c t e r  internal bureaucratic proce­
dures for  monitoring and reporting expenditures were in i t i a ted  along 
with the tightened f i sca l  policy. The President reallocated a substan­
t i a l  amount of resources to f a c i l i t a t e  the tightening up process. New 
administrative information systems have been ins ta l led  including hard­
ware, software, and revised procedures for data collection and 
report ing. The administration recently  in i t i a t e d  policy tha t  governs 
the use of a t t r i t i o n  funds. Such funds now revert  to  the general fund 
from which they are reallocated by the top administration. A con­
tingency fund is  now set aside at the beginning of the f iscal  year and 
t h i s  money is  released in phases during the year depending upon the 
f inancia l  condition of the in s t i tu t io n  - determined by comparing revenue 
rea l ized with expenditures. A University Fund has been created as a 
reserve to meet unforeseen s i tua t ions  and to buffer the in s t i tu t ion  
should a major reversion of appropriated funds be demanded by the 
Executive Branch of State government.H8 A11 of these recent f isca l  
policy changes are conservative measures taken to reduce the th rea t  of 
over dependence on the external environment, while procedural changes 
attempt to increase eff ic iency and accountabili ty.
In summary, the University, as a state-supported in s t i tu t io n  is 
heavily dependent on i t s  external environment. As agencies in th is  
environment tightened up on resources and increased accountabili ty
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demands, the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  administrators found i t  necessary to  do the 
same in te rn a l ly .  The top administrators have taken a strong leadership 
r o le ,  implemented controls through front-end ta rg e t  s e t t ing ,  and 
expended funds to implement administrat ive information systems to moni­
t o r  and control expenditures and insure adequate accountabil i ty  
report ing.  These actions have s ig n i f ic an t ly  changed the decision making 
environment and behavior of administrators  at a l l  levels  of the organi­
zat ion. I t  is concluded th a t  heavy dependence on the external environ­
ment has a d i rec t  and s ig n i f ican t  impact on resource decision making. 
This impact tends to be re f lec ted  in t ig h t e r  control of the decision­
making process and in conservative f i s c a l  policy in the a l locat ion of 
resources within the i n s t i tu t io n .
PROPOSITION C 2: The managerial s ty le  of the U nivers i ty 's  senior 
top administrators creates the internal  environment which 
s trongly  influences the re la t iona l  behavior of the top admin­
i s t r a t i v e  group of decision makers.
This proposition focuses on resource management decision making 
a t  the Universi ty-level  as a group process. The individuals of the 
group are linked together by various patterns of interdependence. Two 
func t iona l ly  d i f f e re n t  types of re la t iona l  bonds are dist inguished in 
the  l i t e r a t u r e  each of which can have a profound e ffec t  on the group 
decision-making process: cooperation and competition.
Rationale. Members of the resource management decision-making 
s t ruc tu re  are brought together as a group because of the accountabil i ty  
associated with t h e i r  posi t ion in the hierarchy and th e i r  common
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in te re s t  in the welfare of the i n s t i tu t io n .  Each member of th is  group 
obviously has his or her own agenda because of th e i r  role  as represent­
a t ive  of a pa r t icu la r  operational area of the in s t i tu t io n .  They bring 
to  the decision-making process t h e i r  own pa r t icu la r  perspective of the 
i n s t i t u t io n ,  and personal preferences. There i s  inherent competition 
fo r  the limited resources available.  In a purely competitive environ­
ment, one can do well only at the expense of the other  pa r t i e s '  
in te res ts  and thus the in te res ts  must be divergent. However, a purely 
competitive environment is  more descr ip t ive  of the business world than 
of higher education. In the l a t t e r ,  there tends to be a strong sense of 
common professional in te r e s t  in the welfare of the i n s t i tu t io n ,  there­
fo re ,  in te res ts  of the individual administrators tend to be more con­
vergent than one would f ind in a competitive business environment. When 
in te re s t s  are convergent, i t  means th a t  outcomes th a t  are regarded as 
favorable or as unfavorable by one person will be regarded in l ike 
fashion by the other. In a cooperative re la t ionsh ip  the par t ies  
involved tend to "sink or swim together ."  Movement of one individual 
toward his goal tends to f a c i l i t a t e  the movement of the other toward his 
objective. While a degree of competition does ex is t  among the admi­
n i s t r a to r s  of the various uni ts ,  and is  recognized by the par t ic ipan ts ,  
the evidence indicates tha t  a t  the tiem of t h i s  investigat ion coopera­
t iv e  re la t ionsh ip  dominated over a purely competitive re la t ionship  among 
the members of the decision-making group at the univers i ty  level .  The 
evidence fu r the r  indicates tha t  th i s  cooperative behvaior i s  induced by 
the managerial s ty le  projected by top management.
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Evidence. There was unanimous agreement among the top admin­
i s t r a to r s  interviewed th a t  the internal environment for  resource manage­
ment i s  one of cooperation ra ther  than strong competition.
TABLE 6
Resource Management Decision-Making 
Internal Environment
Environment Dominate Present
Competitive 0 2
Cooperative 7 0
Since competition for  limited resources would appear to be the natural 
re la t iona l  behavior, additional questions were posed to the in te r ­
viewees. Common professional in te re s t  in the welfare of the to ta l  uni­
v e rs i ty  is  a strong influence on behavior. One administrator made the 
following comment:
I t  is  an in te res t ing  process to pa r t i c ip a te  in and observe. The 
vice presidents must consider p r i o r i t i e s  from the perspective of 
the to ta l  univers i ty  ra ther  than j u s t  t h e i r  own agendas. I t  is 
important tha t  the vice president be able to move out of his 
parochial ro le  as vice president into a University ro le .  In the 
process, I think the University tends to move toward a degree of 
consensus, at l e a s t  on the major i s su e s . !* 9
There was strong evidence th a t  more than professional concern for 
the welfare of the i n s t i t u t io n  as a whole generates the cooperative 
environment. The Executive Vice President s ta ted  the following:
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In thinking about th is  in s t i tu t io n  and not higher education in 
general,  I have purposely promoted a cooperative environment 
through team and co l lec t ive  decision making. I think i t  depends 
on the environment tha t  is  promoted by the leadership. I f  on the 
other hand, one believes th a t  the way to move the univers i ty  
forward is  to have the vice presidents  behave l ike  t ig e r s  in a 
cage tear ing  a t  one another, you can get tha t  behavior. . . There 
are some administrators who believe tha t  tha t  i s  the way to do 
i t —get the most aggressive leaders you can get and put them in 
there  against one another. I am ju s t  uncomfortable with tha t  
philosophy and probably would not be e ffec t ive  in such an 
environment. I think tha t  here we have created an expectation 
fo r  cooperation as a corporate value. In higher education in 
general,  people do tend to be more cooperative and help one
another.*20
Specific actions are taken to s ig n i f ican t ly  reduce misdirected 
competition. For example, the leadership of the top administration 
makes a special e f fo r t  to gain a degree of consensus on overall f i sca l  
policy.  "We make some ten ta t iv e  policy decisions and then t r y  them out 
with the vice presidents.  I personally fee l  pressure and influence but 
i t  is  by and through an orderly  p r o c e s s . " * 2 1  Policies  such as holding 
back a contingency fund, se t t ing  aside a University Fund as a reserve to 
meet unanticipated emergencies are worked out in t h i s  manner. Also the 
se t t in g  of i n i t i a l  targets  for  al locat ion of resources tends to reduce 
unproductive competition by direc ting  a t ten t ion  to general goals of the 
un ivers i ty  ra ther  than spec i f ic  programs at the operational un i t  leve l .  
"We place the emphasis on policy agreement a t  the top ra ther  than the 
do l la r  amount. . . "*22
I t  was found to  be generally recognized among the vice presidents 
th a t  the cooperative environment i s ,  at l ea s t  in part ,  "engineered" by 
the top administrat ion. One vice president made th i s  observation:
-2 1 9 -
. . .We have four reasonably aggressive vice presidents but with 
scarce resources no one is  going to get everything th a t  he 
requests ,  therefore ,  we are encouraged to  compromise among our­
selves and a cer ta in  degree of consensus is  achieved. I think 
the Executive Vice President  carefu l ly  s t ruc tures  and proposes 
compromises such tha t  no one gets k i l led  and no one robs the
ranch.*23
There was not unanimous agreement th a t  the pressure for  a cooperative 
environment is  the best  s i tua t ion .  One vice president s ta ted  the 
following:
I don ' t  see much competitive behavior among the vice presidents.
. . . maybe there  is  a conscious decision to not get us in that  
mode. There i s  a great  emphasis from the P res iden t 's  off ice  on 
everybody gett ing along and being cooperative. I have expressed 
to the President tha t  I think we have gone too fa r  in tha t  d irec­
t ion .  There i s  a real reluctance on the part  of many to take 
d i f fe ren t  points of view. Many things can be resolved in [a com­
p e t i t iv e )  environment. I don 't  think we have tha t  here r igh t  
now. We don ' t  have the r igh t  balance where people feel  f ree  to 
speak th e i r  own minds, and we don ' t  cu l t iv a te  d i f fe ren t  views.*24
The cooperative environment which appears to dominate among the 
top administrators does f i l t e r  down somewhat to the lower echelons but 
cooperation does not appear to dominate in the lower echelons. This 
phenomena was not explored in the lower echelons in any systematic 
manner but personal observations by the researcher lead to  the conclu­
sion tha t  the cooperative environment discussed in th i s  study is  unique 
to  the top administration.
In summary, common professional  concern fo r  the to ta l  univer­
s i t y ' s  welfare among the top administ rators tends to increase coopera­
t iv e  a t t i tu d e  and behavior at  th a t  leve l .  From the evidence in th is  
study, i t  i s  concluded tha t  the leadership of the top administration can 
fu r the r  influence the re la t iona l  behavior of the membership of the
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decision-making group toward cooperative behavior and away from com­
p e t i t iv e  behavior. While t h i s  does reduce c o n f l i c t ,  there i s  some 
question about i t s  possible suppression of d i f fe ren t  views which might 
be benefic ia l .
Summary
Individual and group behavior of resourse management decision 
makers may be understood as a function of two parameters: decision­
making environment, and individual and group needs, b e l i e f s ,  and values. 
Behavior i s  fu r the r  modified by the inherent human l imita t ions  re la ted  
to  information processing and assimila tion.  These fac tors  combine and 
in te r a c t  to  create  bounded r a t i o n a l i t y  in resource management decision 
making. Bounded r a t i o n a l i t y  i s  characterized by s a t i s f i c in g ,  s im p li f i ­
cat ion,  and subjective r a t i o n a l i t y  behavior. Factual premises are in­
corporated with judgment and in tu i t ion  in th i s  bounded r a t i o n a l i ty  
context.
Heavy dependence on the external environment r e s u l t s  in conser­
vative decision making behavior, and in the concentration of power in a 
small cadre of central  administrators.
The natural competitive behavior of administrators is modified by 
t h e i r  common professional concern for  the welfare of the tota l  
univers i ty .  In the subject  univers i ty  natural competitive behavior i s  
fu r the r  supressed by demands of the leadership of team cooperative be­
havior as a corporate value. There was some concern expressed th a t  th i s  
demand for  cooperation does not permit a healthy consideration of d i f ­
fer ing  opinion and ideas.
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Category D. Information Variables
Information is  the raw material and necessary stimulus for  all  
decisions. Information is  the s tructuring of symbols, data, words, or 
reports for  the purpose of communicating knowledge.*25 Information is 
not synonymous with data. " I f  numbers do not inform, tha t  is ,  i f  they 
do not a s s i s t  the decision maker in improving decisions, they are data, 
not information. Information reduces uncertainty. Data do not ."*25 
In fac t ,  as the amount of information increases, i t s  value as infor­
mation may decrease to the point that  i t  becomes new data. Decisions 
may be complicated by an abundance of data but a shortage of infor­
mation.
The propert ies  of information are timeliness, accuracy, accessi­
b i l i t y ,  relevancy, and cost.  There may be t rade-offs  among these pro­
p e r t ie s .  For example, the value of timeliness might be such th a t  a 
higher cost can be accepted.
Information may also be c lass i f ied  by how i t  is generated and 
transmitted.  Formal information is  usually generated in a prescribed 
manner and conveyed to the decision maker through predefined com­
munication channels. Informal information may be generated in any 
number of unstructured ways, for  example, informal observations, chance 
conversations and even rumors. Communication channels for  informal 
information are general ly unstructured and outside the formal organiza­
t ion .
Any one piece of information will have e i ther  a predominate 
factual  content or a predominate value content. Simon i s  not so sure
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th a t  any one piece of information will contain both premises. He 
s t a te s :  "I cannot think of any instance when i t  would contain both prem­
ises .  Therefore, I have a question as to whether there r ea l ly  i s  a 
continuum of f ac t /va lue ."*2  ^ Information in the decision environment is 
used to form proposit ions. Factual propositions are formulated by the 
decision maker from information having a factual  content which may be 
e i the r  quan ti ta t ive  or q u a l i ta t ive .  Value propositions are formulated 
from information having a value content which is  almost always qu a l i ta ­
t iv e .  Value information is  usual ly  generated from experience, goal 
statements, d i rec t  commands, or guidance from authority  sources.
The evidence and discussion which follows does not focus on 
ident ify ing the information used in resource management decision making, 
ra ther  i t  focuses on how the informational variables influence and 
in te rac t  to  influence the decision making process.
PROPOSITION Dl: Factual information is  generally avai lable  or
can be made available. What is lacking are the analyses, com­
parisons, and standards which sharpen the adminis t ra tor 's  
in tegra t ive  processes which incorporate both factual and value 
premises in t h e i r  decisions.
Rationale. Information is  an essen t ia l  ingredient  of the 
decision-making process. Zugorski borrowed from the simple organismic 
model of behavior know as S-O-R (Stimulus-Organism-Response), to  build 
an elementary model of the decision process which he expressed as 
follows:
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Informati on-Organ i zat i on-Dec i s i on 
In th is  model, information i s  the necessary stimulus for  an organization 
to  respond to i t s  decision environment. "Assuming that  primary organi­
zational t r a i t s  such as in te l l igence ,  motivation, knowledge, and 
experience are in su f f i c i e n t  abundance, the qua l i ty  of the decisions 
(responses) made w i l l ,  in large par t ,  be a function of the sk i l l  with 
which the organization senses, processes, analyses and in te rp re ts  r e l e ­
vant information in i t s  environment."*28
Decision making can take place in a p a r t i a l  informational vacuum, 
but i t  is  generally accepted th a t  more e f fec t ive  decisions are made on 
the basis of fac ts  and good data. Wyatt and Zeckhauser conclude tha t :  
" I t  has become increasingly important for  executives to be able to  use 
hard data in making th e i r  management decisions and for  these data to 
r e f l e c t  in s t i tu t io n a l  phenomena accurately ."*29 Factual information 
alone is  not su f f ic ie n t  to  support the in teg ra t ive  decisions required in 
the univers i ty  environment. "In the in tegra t ive  process ideological 
d ifferences are progressively assimilated and resolved, or i f  t h i s  is 
not possible , excluded from the system e n t i r e ly . " * 30 The integrat ive  
process i s  seldom complete in the univers i ty  environment because some 
ideological differences and value difference usually  remain. The 
p o l i t i c a l  process involves reaching a de l ica te  balance between the oppo­
s i t e s  of unif ica t ion  and d i f fe re n t ia t io n .  The adminis t ra tor 's  goal is 
to  incorporate factual  information with his and the organizat ion 's  
values to arr ive  at  an acceptable decision. The evidence indicates tha t
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administrators desire  analyses, comparisons, and standards to sharpen 
th e i r  in tegrat ive  s k i l l s . * 3*
Evidence. Table 7 summarizes interviewee responses to the 
following questions: What information do you believe is readi ly  
avai lab le  and relevant to resource management decision making? What 
information do you need tha t  is not readi ly  available?
Information systems a t  Old Dominion University were in t r an ­
s i t i o n ,  with new systems coming on l ine ,  a t  the time of th is  investiga­
t ion  and therefore  timely and accurate information was not always 
avai lable.  The new systems were beginning to produce needed in fo r ­
mation. Interviewees recognized th i s  temporary s i tua t ion  and, the re ­
fo re ,  perceived factual information to be generally avai lable.  The 
following quote from the Executive Vice President summarizes th is  
general perception:
I generally feel p re t ty  good about the budgetary information. I 
have much of the information tha t  I need to make f i s c a l  policy 
about gross revenues, expenditures, and s e t t in a  ta rge ts  . . . and 
even for  making f ina l  decisions on the budget.*32
Therefore, financia l  information, a basic input to resource man­
agement decisions,  was perceived as being avai lable  at l eas t  in the long 
term. However, dol la r  information alone is not adequate fo r  allocation 
decisions. The decision maker must know what the dol lars  will buy and 
how th is  r e la te s  to the ins t ruct ional  process. This information is com­
monly referred to as cost rela ted  information. Resources required to 
carry out the functions of the in s t i tu t io n  are usually measured in non­
dol la r  terms which, in turn, imply do l la rs .  For example, based on stu-
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TABLE 7
INFORMATION AVAILABILITY AND IMPORTANCE
Type of information Degree of 
Importance
Generally
Available
Seldom
Available
L M H
Financial X X
Costing
(Cost Accounting, 
Marginal Costs)
X X
Cost Related
(Surrogates from ins t ruc­
t iona l  Processes)
X X
Comparative X X
Relational 
(Simulation Models)
X X
Normative
(Standards)
X X
Analytical and Evaluative X X
Source: Composite of interview data - Old Dominion
Universi ty,  July, 1984.
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dent enrollment and academic level ( f a c t s ) ,  and preferred student/  
f acu l ty  r a t i o  (value), the number of facu l ty  required (fac t)  can be 
determined. This, in turn, can be converted to  a do l la r  requirement. 
Distr ibution of student enrollment by school and d isc ip l ine  provides 
information to fu r th e r  re f ine  the specif ic  a l locat ion decision. 
Therefore, f inancia l  information and cost  re la ted  information in te rac t  
to influence spec i f ic  a l locat ion decisions.  While cost re la ted  in for­
mation i s  generally available  within the in s t i t u t io n  i t  is  not as 
accessible  as f inancial  information and th is  is  viewed as a problem. 
The following comment by the President is  typ ica l :
I think we have reasonably good information about the f inancial
aspects of the in s t i t u t io n ,  and th is  i s  s t i l l  improving. The
thing I feel  is most lacking i s  information about productivity  
t h a t  I can r e l a t e  to . . .  We haven't  been able to get such 
simple information as c red i t  hours produced by facu l ty  individ­
uals  . . .  I also do not have an answer to the question of what 
t h i s  or th a t  program costs .  I can get information on the to ta l  
department's cost ,  but I don ' t  know what t h e i r  graduate program
c o s t s . 133
Since t h i s  information does ex is t  within the i n s t i t u t io n ,  the question 
i s :  Why has th i s  information not been transmitted to the top admin­
i s t r a to r s ?  Is i t  not known that  they want to  see th i s  information or
is  i t  a breakdown in the information system communications channels?
Costing information such as cost  accounting repor ts ,  marginal 
cos ts ,  and unit  cost ing appear to be somewhat foreign to the top admin­
i s t r a t o r s .  There was general f a m i l i a r i ty  with cost per c re d i t  hour 
because th i s  is  a fac to r  in acquiring resources from the S ta te .  Unit 
cost da ta  is  read i ly  avai lable  within the i n s t i t u t io n ,  but i t  is not
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information used in the internal a l loca t ion  of resources. Two admin­
i s t r a t o r s  indicated th a t  they perceive th a t  th is  will change in the 
fu tu re  because the State  i s  putt ing more emphasis on unit costing.
Adams, e t .  a l . ,  in t h e i r  nation-wide study found th a t  unit  cost data was 
used in a l locat ion decisions in 71 percent of the responding 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . 134 The study does not indicate  whether th i s  use was for  
in ternal  a l locat ion  or in determining s ta te  appropriations. Cost 
accounting and marginal costs are not currently  available or desired by 
administrators in the subject  i n s t i tu t io n .
The evidence indicates a strong desire  fo r  information tha t  will 
a s s i s t  the administrator in the evaluation of hard factual information 
t h a t  the current  administrat ive systems are capable of producing. Every 
administrator interviewed expressed the need for  comparative infor­
mation, trend analyses, and standards. The following comments are 
t y p i c a l :
Why does one academic department have so l i t t l e  in the the way of 
non-personal services do l la rs  as compared to another? Is th a t  
based on an analysis  of use, needs, or judgment about p r i o r i t i e s ,  
or is  i t  a function of one department having a strong advocate 
and another not? The hard data alone is  not enough to  answer 
these questions.  We need some frame of reference to  determine, 
for  example, is the Philosophy department being t rea ted  the way a 
Philosophy department should be t r e a t e d . *35
With the exception of comparative sa lary  data generated from our 
peer group, I do n ' t  know th a t  I have seen any comparative data .  
For example, I wonder i f  the budget we se t  for  central  admin­
i s t r a t io n  is  grea ter  or less  than th a t  expended at other
in s t i tu t ion s .136
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I don ' t  have the data to s i t  down and say what would happen i f  we 
raised our matriculation requirement from a GPA of 2.2 to 2.5. 
What would be the impact on faculty  workload and enrollment three 
to f ive years down the road. I need th is  information desper­
a te ly .  At th is  stage in the schools' development we need to 
consider th is  type of information in our p lann ing .137
The top administrators feel strongly that  th is  type of infor­
mation is needed to properly evaluate the factual information which 
comes from the administrative systems currently  in place. Further, they 
believe tha t  th is  information ideally should come from an unbiased 
source.
Another question is who should be responsible for producing th is  
type of information. The advocate tends to present that  in for­
mation that  supports his case. The decision maker must turn to 
the in terpreters  and the MIS people to provide the other side. .
I think th is  type of information must come out of a central 
o f f ice ,  because one year the vice president presents that  infor­
mation because i t  supports his case but the next year he does 
not. Right now we must depend upon the advocate for  this  infor­
mation. This information from a central source would bring more 
ob jec t iv i ty  to the decision making environment.*38
In summary, information is the raw material for  decision making 
but th is  raw material must be processed and assimilated by the decision 
maker. He must weigh the factual  information against the values he 
holds and perceives to be present in the organization. There is 
agreement among the administrators interviewed that  much of the basic 
factual  information needed is  e i ther  avai lable or can readily be made 
available.  What is missing are the analyses, comparisons, and standards 
tha t  will f a c i l i t a t e  the interact ion and integrat ion of factual and 
value information. There is  general agreement that  th is  l a t t e r  in fo r ­
mation should routinely come from a central source within the 
in s t i tu t io n .
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PROPOSITION D2: Value information from which resource management
decision makers formulate value propositions consists of be l ie fs ,  
values, personal preferences held in the minds of the individuals 
involved, and formal guidance and commands se t  for th  by the Pre­
sident  and State governing bodies. Only the l a t t e r  is  subject to 
control by external means.
Rationale. Value information, which i s  nearly always qua l i ta ­
t iv e ,  is primarily of two types: q u a l i ta t ive  information stored in the
minds of individual decision makers; and q ua l i ta t ive  information th a t  is 
generally available  to a l l  decision makers in the decision-making s t ruc­
tu re .  The mental information held by the individual resu l ts  from his 
years of personal experience, values and be l ie f s  developed over a l i f e  
time, and personal preferences developed by weighing possible a l t e r ­
natives against his values and b e l i e f s .  This body of information 
changes very slowly as the individual gains additional experience, and 
as he se lec t ive ly  absorbs information through his innate cognitive pro­
cesses.  External qua l i ta t ive  information, which may take the form of 
guidance statements and commands, can be changed more easi ly .
Clarify ing de f in i t ions  can be developed and communicated to the group, 
discussions can st imulate  common understanding. I t  i s  through th is  pro­
cess tha t  group objectives are developed. The section which follows 
presents a background of information which will f a c i l i t a t e  fu r ther  
discussion of th i s  proposition and the evidence from which the proposi­
t ion  was derived.
Evidence. The top administrators of the subject  in s t i tu t io n  
have, for  the most part ,  long tenure and extensive experience in the 
higher education environment. Each brings to the current  s i tua t ion  his
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own personal i ty  t r a i t s  and his b e l i e f s ,  values, and personal preferences 
developed from his years of experience. The ind iv idua l 's  personal 
objectives are formulated, in large part  by th i s  background. This 
qua l i ta t ive  fac to r  in resource management decision making cannot be 
read i ly  changed short of replacing the individual involved. The 
following ex trac t  from an interview with a top administrator addresses 
th is  point:
One of the d i f f i c u l t i e s  in understanding a univers i ty  and i t s  
resource a llocation mechanism is  the f a c t  tha t  the process to 
some extent  is  decentralized and th a t  doesn 't  j u s t  mean th a t  d i f ­
ferent  people are making the decisions,  but tha t  people are 
making decisions on d i f fe ren t  c r i t e r i a  and goals. . . . For 
example, I have one dean who believes tha t  the main task of his 
school is the teaching of undergraduate students. He doesn 't  
understand the outreach mission of the univers i ty .  Therefore, he 
does not see as I do tha t  [a p a r t icu la r  program] is  a s ign if ican t  
part of the u n iv e rs i ty ' s  public education and a s ign i f ican t  part  
of our public r e la t ion s .  I therefore  find myself in the posit ion 
of making resource a l locat ions  for  t h i s  program and they get used 
in a d i f fe ren t  way then they were intended. Tension r e s u l t s .  At 
some point you might f i r e  the  dean who has d i f fe ren t  ideas than 
you, i f  you can get away with th a t ,  or you decide to  abrogate 
that  to  the dean and l e t  him a llocate  resources based on his 
o b jec t iv e s . I39
Anarchy would re in  i f  th is  s i tua t ion  were allowed to  f lourish  
throughout the i n s t i tu t io n .  Fortunately there  are other forces which 
in te rac t  to reduce, i f  not eliminate, anarchy. Individual professionals 
joining an organization know, at l e a s t  subconsiously, tha t  they are 
giving up a cer ta in  amount of t h e i r  personal perogatives to decide uni­
l a t e r a l ly .  They must assimilate  with th e i r  own values and goals those 
of the organization. The l a t t e r  are established through a combination 
of strong leadership (formal guidance and commands) and the p o l i t ica l
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process. These organizational values and goals form another se t  of 
qua l i ta t ive  factors  which in te rac t  with those of the individual admin­
i s t r a t o r s '  and the avai lable factual information to influence the deci­
sion making process.
This brings us back to the topic of the university-wide goals and 
objectives.  I t  will be recalled tha t  the evidence indicates tha t  
current ly  the goals and objectives are not well understood below the 
vice presidentia l level.  This means that  they may not be assimilated by 
lower level administrators and s t a f f .  Therefore, the second se t  of 
qua l i ta t ive  factors  may not be operational at the lower levels  of 
administration.
In summary, there are primarily two types of qua l i ta t ive  infor­
mation operational in resource management decision making. The f i r s t  is 
th a t  held in the minds of the individual decision maker and re su l ts  from 
years of experience assimilated with his own innate personali ty t r a i t s ,  
values and be l ie f s .  The individual weighs events, s i tuat ions and other 
information against th is  qua l i ta t ive  base. This base changes very 
slowly as additional experience is gained. The second type of qua l i ta ­
t iv e  information i s  organization-oriented and consists of values and 
goals of the organization established through leadership guidance, com­
mands or d irec t ives ,  and the po l i t ica l  process. This qua l i ta t ive  infor­
mation is assimilated, in varying degrees, by the individual decision 
maker as a second set  of qua l i ta t ive  information which influences the 
decision-making process. This second se t  of qua l i ta t ive  information is 
more amenable to change.
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Summary
The increased need to  use hard data in resource management deci­
sion making is  general ly recognized. In the p a r t icu la r  in s t i tu t io n  
studied, there was agreement among the administrators tha t  much of the 
required factual  information for  resource management decision is  e i ther  
current ly  avai lable  or can be made avai lable .  What is  missing are the 
analyses, comparisons, and standards which will f a c i l i t a t e  the in te rac­
t ion and in tegrat ion  of factual  and value information. Without analy­
ses, comparisons, and standards, c r i t e r i a  for  resource management 
decisions are limited thus increasing the dependence on value judgments, 
and in tu i t io n  ra ther  than hard data. Qualitat ive information is the 
other component of information needed for  resource management decision. 
Two types of q u a l i t a t iv e  information were discussed. One type was held 
in the minds of the individual decision makers and i s  not eas i ly  
changed. The second type is  organizat ion-oriented and consists  of 
statement of organizational values and objectives.  This second type of 
q u a l i ta t iv e  information is  amenable to change.
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CHAPTER VI
A THEORY OF HEURISTIC DECISION MAKING
Resource management decision making in a univers i ty  environment 
occurs in three overlapping and often i te r a t iv e  phases: 1) Predecision-
a l ;  2) Process; 3) Resolution. The proficiency with which univers i ty  
administrators move through these phases to arr ive a t  a decision is 
dependent upon four major categories of variables including: 1) 
Decision-making S tructure ;  2) Process Variables; 3) Behavior Variables; 
and 4) Information Variables. When the combined influences of these 
variables f a c i l i t a t e  the discovery of effect ive  action and progress 
through the three phases, viable  and timely resource management deci­
sions will r e s u l t .  Conversely, i f  the combined influences of the four 
categories of variables impede, or f a i l  to f a c i l i t a t e  the discovery of 
e ffect ive  action and progress through the three phases of decision 
making, decision may not be reached, decision making may not be timely, 
or the decisions may not be "imp!ementable."
Major Theoretical Components 
The following is a b r ie f  description of the three major com­
ponents comprising the theory of heu r i s t ic  decision making:
1. Phases of Decision Making. In Chapter IV a heu r is t ic  model of 
resource a l locat ion decision making was set  fo r th .  This model was
-242-
derived from the l i t e r a tu r e  and served as a frame of reference during 
the research. As a r e s u l t  of the research, the model has been refined 
as shown in Figure 4. Three overlapping and frequently  i t e r a t iv e  phases 
in resource management decision making were iden t i f ied .  The 
Predecisional Phase is i n i t i a ted  by t r iggering cues tha t  a le r t  the deci­
sion makers to the need for  a decision.  The problem is iden t i f ied ,  at 
l e a s t  in i t s  i n i t i a l  form, in the Predecisional Phase. As the problem 
is reevaluated in the early  par t  of the Process phase, i t  may be rede­
fined or broken up into subproblems. The decision-making s t ruc ture  (who 
will decide what) is also determined in the Predecisional Phase.
The Process Phase is the phase in which in te rac t ion  occurs among 
the decision-making s t ruc ture  pa r t ic ipan ts .  This was characterized in 
Chapter V as a combination of au thor i ta t ive  leadership tempered by a 
p o l i t i c a l  process stimulated by the advocate for  a pa r t icu la r  solution 
the purpose being to discover a viable  solution tha t  is acceptable.
The f inal  phase is cal led the Resolution Phase as opposed to 
"decision phase" because the l a t t e r  tends to imply a moment of dramatic 
choice when actual ly  the decision tends to  be discovered as i t  evolves 
from the process. This evolution of the decision occurs in such a way 
th a t  i t  is d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not impossible, to identify  the specif ic  point 
in time when the decision is taken. The Resolution Phase frequently 
involves several i te ra t io n s  through e a r l i e r  phases to develop an 
appropriate response to a decision s i tu a t ion .  Unification of diverse 
proposals by an i n t r i c a t e  process of combination, evaluation, modifica­
t io n ,  and elimination occurs in the Resolution Phase.
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2. Categories of Variables. The ra te  and degree of in s t i tu t ion a l  
progress through the various phases of decision making, and the e f fec ­
t iveness of the resu l t ing  decis ions,  are dependent upon the influence 
and in te rac t ion  of four categories of variab les .  Variables within each 
category function independently and in combination to enhance or impede 
organizat ional  decision making. The four categories ,  and the key 
variables  which compromise each category, are b r ie f ly  reviewed below.
A. Decision-making S truc tu re . For a decision to occur, there 
must be a decision-making s t ruc tu re  to es tab l ish  the formal and in fo r ­
mal pa t terns  of behavior and the decision-making prerogatives of the 
members of the organizat ion. A decision making s t ruc tu re ,  to be e ffec­
t iv e ,  must make i t  possible to present  a p lu r a l i ty  of f a c t s ,  and values 
( d i f f e r e n t i a t io n ) ,  and i t  must make possible  a unified resolu t ion .  
Multiple s t ruc tures  in h ierarchical  arrangement were found to be pre­
sent.  Each of the s t ruc tu res  operate at a d i f f e ren t  level of d e ta i l .  
Informal decision-making substructures are sometimes created as a r e su l t  
of top administrators heavy dependence upon s t a f f  a ss i s ta n ts  for 
in te rp re ta t ion  of information and iden t i f ica t io n  of possible  courses of 
action. Decision-making s t ruc tu res  define who decides what.
B. Decision Process. The a t t r ib u te s  of the key pa r t ic ipan ts  and 
the nature of the organizat ion in te rac t  to influence the process of 
decision making. The univers i ty  is a complex social  organization made 
up of professionals  and the decision-making process is more a matter of 
developing an appropriate  response than a dramatic choice between a l t e r ­
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natives .  The decision-making process is in i t i a t e d  by a varie ty  of 
t r igger ing  cues which flow upward and downward through the organizat ion.  
Direction is  provided by author i ta t ive  leadership of the top administra­
t ion  through presentation of general goals and objectives and the pre­
sentation of ten ta t ive  decisions.  Tentative decisions are modified by 
an open p o l i t i c a l  process designed to discover a solution tha t  can 
generate a degree of acceptance among the administrators  and within the 
professional ranks of the membership. The p o l i t i c a l  process is  stimu­
la ted  by the influence of peer professionals who advocate for  a par­
t i c u l a r  decision.
C. Behavior Variables. Personal c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  of the individ­
ual decision making pa r t ic ipan ts  and environmental fac to rs  in te rac t  to 
influence both individual and group behavior in the decision-making pro­
cess .  Limited innate and acquired s k i l l s ,  personal values and b e l i e f s ,  
perception of in s t i tu t io n a l  goals and avai lable  information in te rac t  and 
influence decision makers so th a t  they display bounded r a t io n a l i ty  in 
the decision making process. Heavy dependence on the external environ­
ment r e su l ts  in cen t ra l iza t ion  of power and a generally conservative 
decision-making behavior of the group. The spec i f ic  internal decision­
making environment is strongly influenced by the managerial s ty le  of the 
top administrat ive leadership.
D. Informational Variables. Information is the raw material fo r  
decision making. What information is actual ly  used and how i t  is used 
may depend upon i t s  form, a v a i l a b i l i t y  and a c c e s s ib i l i ty .  Both factual
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and value information are essent ia l  in resource management decision 
making. The in te rac t ion  and integrat ion of factual  and value in fo r ­
mation is  dependent upon the a v a i la b i l i t y  of analyses, comparisons, and 
standards which sharpen the adminis t ra tor 's  in tegra t ive  and unif icat ion  
processes.
3. Integra tion of Variables and Phases. A complex and m ult i ­
d irec t iona l  se t  of re la t ionsh ips  e x is t  among categories of variables and 
between the phases of resource management decision making (see Figure 4 
above). No d i rec t  patterns  of cause and e f fe c t  can be c lear ly  iden t­
i f i e d ,  nor can specif ic  variables be linked to p a r t i cu la r  phases of 
the decision-making process. Rather, the combined e ffec ts  of i n t e r ­
action and re la t ionsh ips  determine how decisions are made and the e f fec ­
t iveness of the resul t ing  decisions.
The Integrated Theory
The central  administration is  the principal  body of resource 
a l locat ion  decision makers. The principal  leadership of th is  body is 
most l ike ly  to be provided by the president and the vice-presidents  
because th is  is where the accountabil i ty  fo r  such matters r e s t .  The 
spec i f ic  pa r t ic ipan ts  in decision making and th e i r  respective decision­
making prerogatives are determined by the decision-making s t ruc ture .
The conditions which influence the establishment of decision-making 
s t ruc tu res  include: 1) size and complexity of the i n s t i tu t io n ;  2) per­
sona l i ty  t r a i t s  and managerial s ty le  of individuals occuppying key posi­
t ions within the i n s t i t u t io n ;  and 3) decision-making s ty le  of the chief
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executive. Increasing size and complexity of a univers i ty  may influence 
the tendency toward decentra l izat ion  of the decision-making s tructures  
tha t  will be operative within the i n s t i tu t io n .  Three levels of decision 
making are l ike ly  to develop because of the typical  h ierarchical  s t ruc­
ture of an in s t i tu t io n  of higher education. Personality t r a i t s  and 
managerial s ty le  of the individuals occupying key administrative posi­
tions influence the p res iden t 's  decision to delegate authori ty  or to 
withhold th is  authori ty .  Also, the p res iden t 's  own managerial s ty le  
will determine how much authori ty  he will delegate and how much he will 
hold personally.
The decision-making s t ruc tu res  established through const i tu t iona l  
decisions and delegation will be modified by administrative substruc­
tures which evolve because of the growing dependence of top administra­
to rs  on s t a f f  s p e c ia l i s t s .  S taff  tend to become a strong influence on 
the decision-making process through th e i r  screening of relevant infor­
mation, and se lective  presentation of information and a l te rna t ives  to 
the administra tors.
Triggering cues a le r t  the administrators to the need for  a deci­
sion. I n i t i a l  de f in i t ion  of the problem also determines the pa r t icu la r  
decision s t ruc ture  which will address any pa r t icu la r  decision making 
s i tua t io n .  Definit ion of the problem and selection of the decision­
making s t ruc ture  to address the problem concludes the Predecisional 
Phase but the phase stays open. Reevaluation of the problem as the 
decision process proceeds may re su l t  in a redef in i t ion  of the problem
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and even a redef in i t ion  of the decision-making s t ruc ture .  Thus, the 
phases overlap and remain open for  possible  i te ra t io n .
The Process Phase involves the in te rac t ion  of many variables of 
which only a few have been iden t i f ied  in th i s  study. As noted above, 
the complexity of decision making s i tua t ions  encountered lead to 
decentra l izat ion  of s t ruc tures  and thus process. This holds the poten­
t i a l  for  anarchy which is  counteracted by inf luencia l  leadership and 
common goals. The degree of leadership is dependent upon two fac to rs :
1) the leadership ro le  assumed by the top administrators and in par­
t i c u l a r  tha t  of the president;  and 2) the degree of dependence on the 
external environment, where heavy dependence tends to concentrate power 
in the few central  administrators who serve in boundary posi tions be t ­
ween the univers i ty  and i t s  external  environment.
Goals and objectives of higher education tend to be mult iple ,  
ambiguous and open to controversy, therefore ,  they are usually sta ted in 
general terms leaving them open to in te rp re ta t ion .  The influence of 
goals and objectives on the decision-making process is dependent upon 
th e i r  c l a r i t y  and common in te rp re ta t ion  by the administrators involved 
in the decision-making process. When the potent ia l  for  conf l ic t  and 
res is tance  is perceived the president must assume an active ro le  through 
influence and the p o l i t i c a l  process to build support.
In an organization made up of professionals ,  a degree of accept 
ance, or a t  l ea s t  t o le ra t io n ,  of a pa r t i cu la r  decision must be achieved 
or d i f f i c u l ty  will be encountered in implementation of the decision.
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The open p o l i t i c a l  process is one means of developing, determining and 
discovering a level of acceptance. The process is  influenced by advo­
cacy by a peer administrator or a program leader fo r  a pa r t icu la r  course 
of act ion. Advocacy stimulates the p o l i t i c a l  process which involves 
discussion,  education, compromise, bargaining and other influencial  
s t r a te g ie s .
Decision makers react  to both the external and internal environ­
ment. Heavy dependence on the external environment for  resources 
influences the power s t ruc ture  of the univers i ty .  The administrators 
who serves in boundary posit ions and in te ra c t  with the external 
environment tend to assume power. They are in a position to in te rp re t  
mandates and they control the agenda for  in terac t ion with the external 
environment. Top administrators also influence the internal environ­
ment. They can press for  what they in te rp re t  as acceptable re la t iona l  
behavior among the other administrators by openly advocating th i s  
behavior.
The human l im ita t ion  of information assimila tion, personal values 
and b e l i e f s ,  perceptions of in s t i tu t io n a l  goals, and the a v a i la b i l i t y  of 
information combine to influence ra t ional  decision making. They limit 
r a t i o n a l i ty  and resource management decisions tend to be based on what 
has been cal led  "bounded ra t io n a l i ty " .
Scarce resources and increasing demands for  accountabil i ty  
influence administrators to demand and use hard data to improve the 
r a t i o n a l i ty  of th e i r  decisions. Hard data alone is  not enough. Hard
-250-
data must be weighed against ,  and combined with, values, judgment, and 
human considerations in the higher education environment. The need for 
in tegrat ion of information generates a demand fo r  analyses, comparisons, 
and standards to a s s i s t  the decision makers in the Resolution Phase of 
the decision making process. A necessary input is the feedback received 
from the p o l i t i c a l  process providing the decision maker some perception 
of what is acceptable. Analysis might suggest f e a s i b i l i t y  of a par­
t i c u l a r  approach; comparisons might reveal equity; and standards or 
norms might suggest appropriateness.  All of these  factors are weighed 
by the administrator  in working toward un if ica t ion .  Attempts to 
accomplish unif ica t ion  may re s u l t  in a new ten ta t ive  decision which is  
then resubmitted to the p o l i t i c a l  process. Several i te ra t io n s  may be 
necessary to resolve a decision th a t  is acceptable and fea s ib le .
In essense, the h e u r i s t ic  model has many c h a rac te r i s t i c s  of the 
p o l i t i c a l  model. There is  a cen t r ipe ta l  d i rec tion  of inquiry in tha t  
the decision maker is comparing his perception of what is acceptable 
with his mental scenario of what is  best  for the in s t i tu t io n  and output 
is  often input for  other decisions and conservation of the decision­
making s t ruc ture  for  future  decision making.
I f  one or more of the phases of decision making are bypassed, a 
decision may not occur or the decision that  is promulgated may f a i l  or 
at  l ea s t  be ine f fec t ive .  Even an authori ta t ive  decision by the p re s i ­
dent can f a i l  to be e f fec t ive  in execution i f  the p o l i t ica l  ground work 
has not been la id .  In emergency s i tua t ions  i t  may be possible  to tern-
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porar i ly  v io la te  th is  process-based decision making model. This 
suggests tha t  decision making is both dynamic and s i tu a t io n a l .  As the 
s i tua t ion  changes the process will change.
A Comparison with Existing Theories of Decison Making 
The theory of heu r i s t ic  decision making has several major simi­
l a r i t i e s  with four d i f fe ren t  models of decision making: 1) Helsabeck's
compound system; 2) Baldridge's p o l i t i c a l  model; 3) Diesing's p o l i t i ­
cal r a t i o n a l i ty  model; and 4) Simon's monprogrammed decision making.
Diesing, in his t r e a t i s e  on p o l i t i c a l  r a t io n a l i ty ,  sets  fo r th  the 
concept of decision-making s t ruc ture  which was especia l ly  useful in 
explaining the complex process of how a un ivers i ty  determines who 
decides what. Diesing contends th a t  the decision-making s t ruc ture  is 
the control system of an organizat ion.  He points out tha t  two charac­
t e r i s t i c s  are necessary fo r  the decision-making s t ruc ture  to e x i s t ,  d i f ­
f e re n t ia t io n  and a unifying purpose. While Diesing discusses in great 
length the re la t ionship  between the opposites - d i f fe ren t ia ton  and 
u n i f ica t io n ,  he says very l i t t l e  about how the organization goes about 
determining a decision making s t ruc tu re .^  The theory of heu r i s t ic  deci­
sion making suggests tha t  a combination of const i tu t iona l  decisions,  
delegated authori ty  and assumed authori ty  determine the s t ruc tu re .
Helsabeck also addresses the concept of decision-making s t ruc ture  
and c a r r ie s  i t  a l i t t l e  fu r ther  than Diesing. Helsabeck suggests tha t  
mult ip le  decision-making s t ruc tures  are found in a college or univers i ty .  
He concludes tha t  there i s  a compound system of decision making in th is
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type of o r g a n i z a t i o n . 2 He suggests tha t  s t ruc tures  vary depending on 
the type of decision, i . e .  resource a l loca t ion ,  resource acquis i t ion ,  
authori ty  a l loca t ion ,  and production. He also addresses the p o ss ib i l i ty  
of variance by level within type of dec is ion .3 The theory of h eu r is t ic  
decision making c l a r i f i e s  th is  variance by level and suggests th a t  th is  
variance p a ra l le l s  the  h ierarchical  s t ruc ture  of the organization. 
Helsabeck concludes th a t  the most l ike ly  compound system arrangement for 
decision making will be a corporate/federated system. This is very 
descriptive of s t ruc ture  found in th i s  investigat ion.  Certain decisions 
are t ig h t ly  held by the top administrators (corporate struc ture)  while 
many decisions are delegated to decentralized bodies (a federated 
s t r u c tu r e ) .
Following his p i lo t  study, Helsabeck added three additional 
variables to his model, two of which were also found s ign i f ican t  in the 
current  study. He iden t i f ied  these variables as "po l i t ica l  culture" and 
"external th rea ts  to the system."4 P o l i t i c a l  process is a basic com­
ponent of the theory of heu r is t ic  decision making. Helsabeck's 
"external th rea ts"  serves to  concentrate power in the few key members 
capable of countering th is  th r e a t .  This is  similar  to the power con­
centration in key administrators who hold boundary posit ions between the 
univers i ty  and the external  environment found in the heu r i s t ic  model.
Baldridge is one of the foremost proponents of the p o l i t i c a l  
model of decision making in higher education. His original  conceptual 
model of p o l i t i c a l  decision making in the univers i ty  did not fu l ly
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recognize the central  r o l e  of environmental fac to rs .  He p a r t icu la r ly  
overlooked the influence of the external  e n v i ro n m e n t .5 He corrected 
th is  oversight in his l a t e r  work, and also introduced a concern for 
long-term decision patterns and s t ru c tu re s .6 The theory of heur is t ic  
decision making recognizes the influence of both the external and in te r ­
nal environment on the p o l i t i c a l  process. I t  also recognizes that  long­
term (policy making) decisions are general ly closely held by the top 
administrative level of decision makers. Short-term decision making 
(which includes rea l loca t ion  a t  the uni t  level) is decentralized to the 
operations level adminstrators.
Another major difference with Baldridge's  p o l i t i c a l  model is his 
emphasis on co n f l i c t  reso lu t ion .  In the theory of heur is t ic  decision 
making, leadership focuses on unif ica t ion  through compromise, and 
to le ra t ion  as opposed to "jockeying power b locs ."7
In several of his works, Simon makes a d is t inc t ion  between 
programmed and non-programmed decisions.  The former depend on r e l a ­
t iv e ly  simple psychological processes th a t  are somewhat understood, a t  
l ea s t  from a prac t ical  sense. They include habit ,  routine, and simple 
manipulations of information and data. Non-programmed decisions,  on the 
other hand, are not rout ine.  "Decisions are nonprogrammed to the extent 
th a t  they are novel, unstructured and usually consequential. There is 
no cut and dried method for  handling the problem because i t  hasn ' t  
a risen before, or because i t s  precise  nature and structure are elusive 
or complex, or because i t  is so important th a t  i t  deserves a custom-
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t a i lo red  t r e a t m e n t . "8 Nonprogrammed decisions generally have an eval­
uative nature to them in tha t  the  decision maker compares the current  
problems' s i m i l a r i t i e s  and differences to something he already knows 
from past experience. This concept of abstraction and mental imagery 
which leads to ins igh t  was most helpful in conceptualization of the 
h e u r i s t ic  model.
In summary, the  theory of h e u r i s t ic  decision making combines and 
expands key elements of four ex is t ing  decision models and re la te s  them 
to  resource management decision making, a unique type of decision making 
in the higher education environment. The theory explains the decision 
making process in terms of three  open-ended phases in which administra­
to rs  are influenced by four categories  of variab les .  The inherent pro­
cess of mounting an appropriate  response to a decision s i tua t ion  is 
guided by au thor i ta t ive  leadership tempered by a p o l i t i c a l  process 
stimulated by advocacy for  a p a r t i cu la r  course of act ion.
Implications
The theory of h e u r i s t ic  decision making has potential  value for  
higher education administrators and s t a f f  in that  i t  provides a frame of 
reference fo r  understanding the complex process of resource management 
decision making, which is  generally  not a public a c t iv i ty .  I t  also has 
potential  value for  the information system sp e c ia l i s t  who is attempting 
to design and develop information systems to support the decision making 
process. Two major implications are suggested by the re su l t s  of th is  
study.
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1. One of the primary factors  th a t  influence resource management 
decision making is  decision making s t ruc ture  because s t ruc tu re ,  in major 
p a r t ,  determines who decides what. This study has shown tha t  the s turc-  
tu re  is compound and qui te  complex. I t  has also shown that  there is 
both a formal and informal aspect to the s t ruc ture .  The formal s t ruc­
tu re  i s ,  for the most pa r t ,  determined by cons t i tu t iona l  decisions but 
the informal s t ruc tu re  is determined by the amount of dependence top 
administrators  place on s t a f f  a s s i s t a n t s .  The implication is  tha t  great 
care needs to be taken in the se lec tion of s t a f f  such tha t  the r igh t  mix 
of s k i l l s  and knowledge is present  in the decision making s t ruc ture .  
There needs to be a balance between professional  educators who have an 
indepth perspective of the educational process and technicians who 
understand technology and administrative processes.
2. The theory of h e u r i s t ic  decision making has implications for  
the information system designer who is  addressing the problem of pro­
viding administrators with the information tha t  they perceive as essen­
t i a l  for  decision making. The findings of th is  study suggest tha t  much 
of the factual information needed is avai lab le  now or can be readily  
made accessible. Merely providing access to raw data tha t  might 
i n te r e s t  the administrator is unlikely to pay o ff .  What is missing is 
the information th a t  serves to sharpen judgment and the a b i l i ty  to 
evaluate  the meaning of factual  information re la t ive  to the values held 
by the individuals and the group. The findings of th i s  study suggest 
th a t  analyses, comparisons, and normative information needs to be
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created and presented in s ty l ized  form such tha t  i t  meshs with the 
current  a c t iv i ty  of the decision maker.
Concluding Note
This study focused on description of the complex process of 
resource management decision making which is  not v i s ib le  to the casual 
observer. Much of the value of th i s  research l ie s  in the nature of i t s  
approach to the study of decision making. Rather than focusing on how 
decisions can be improved or made more r a t io n a l ,  the emphasis has been 
on how decisions are ac tual ly  made without consideration of what is best  
or how decisions ought to be made. The theory of h e u r i s t ic  decision 
making is helpful in i t s e l f  as an explanation of what is  happening in a 
un ivers i ty .  Idea l ly ,  the theory of h e u r i s t ic  decision making, as i t  
applies for  resource management, wil l be tes ted  through fur ther  research 
by individuals involved in the development of decision support systems 
and others who are concerned with improving decision making in the 
higher education environment.
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APPENDIX A
Through the process of reduction,  s ixty-nine topics were arranged 
into fourteen conceptual categories .  These fourteen categories served 
as the i n i t i a l  coding s t ruc ture  for  data co l lec t ion  and analysis . As 
the  data were collected and analyzed, and in te r re la t ionsh ips  emerged, 
eight  categories  were ident i f ied  as most relevant to the substantive 
area of study. As the  analysis progressed these eight categories were 
fur ther  combined into  four major categories which served as the f inal  
s t ruc tu re  for  encoding data and the formulation of propositions.
Part 1 of t h i s  appendix is  a l i s t  of the s ix ty-nine topics 
selected a r b i t r a r i l y  at the beginning of th is  research. Part 2 is  a 
l i s t i n g  of the fourteen categories which served as the i n i t i a l  coding 
s t ru c tu re .  Each category and subcategory became a folder  in which the 
data were f i l e d .  Part  3 is a l i s t i n g  of the f inal  four major categories 
into which relevant data were assembled and from which the propositions 
re f le c t in g  the emerging theory were derived.
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PART 1
TOPICS DEEMED RELEVANT TO A STUDY OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
DECISION MAKING
1. Authority Allocation (Unification)
2. "Center"
3. Level of Decision Making
4. Par t ic ipants  (Differentia t ion)
5. Legal Constraints
6. Governance Structure
7. Centralizat ion vs. Decentralization
8. Organizational Elements (Formal/Informal)
9. Resource Allocation
10. Conditional Decisions
11. Financial Constraints
12. Personnel Allocation
13. F a c i l i t i e s  Allocation
14. Decision Process Triggers
15. Problem or Issue Iden t i f ica t ion
16. Alternative Search
17. Evaluation
18. Goals and Objectives
19. Decision Process
20. Follow-up and Feedback
21. Compromise
22. Simplification
23. Sa t is f ic ing
24. Incremental!sm
25. Consensus
26. Authoritative
27. Bureaucracy
28. Bargaining
29. Poli t icking
30. Rational-Factual
31. Conflict Resolution
32. Managerial Style
33. Administrative Style
34. Personality Trai ts
35. Cognitive Dissonance
36. Locus of Control
37. Perceived Responsibili ty
38. Decision-Making Style
39. Power
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40. Experience and Training
41. Preferences
42. Information
43. In te res t  Groups
44. External Variables
45. Controllable vs. Uncontrollable Variables
46. Behavioral Variables
47. Resistance to Change
48. Time
49. Financial Austerity
50. Clari ty  of Goals and Objectives
51. Information Systems
52. In terpre te rs
53. Decision Tables
54. Analyses
55. Analytical Models
56. Organizational Effectiveness
57. Incremental Change
58. Policy Change
59. Financial Plans
60. Decision Theory
61. Managerial Theory
62. Administrative Theory
63. Experience
64. Formal Training
65. Heuristic
66. Decision Support Systems
67. Game Theory
68. Management Science/Operations Research
69. Policy Decisions
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PART 2
CODING STRUCTURE AND CATEGORIES
1. Decision-Making Structure  (General)
1.1 Dimensions of Decision-Making Structure
1.1.1 Decision Structure Variance
1.1 .2  Decision Structure Legitimacy
1.1 .3  Decision Structure Clari ty
1.1 .4  Concurrent Structures
1.1 .5  Decision Structure Centr ici ty
1.1 .6  Amount of Par t ic ipa t ion
1.1 .7  Decision Making Levels
1 .1 .8  Organizational Element
1.2 Decision-Making Structure Components
1.2.1 Discussion Relationships
1.2 .2  Beliefs and Values
1.2 .3  Prior Commitments
1.2 .4  "Center"
1.2 .5  Par t ic ipan ts  (Roles)
1.3 Decision-Making Structure Charac te r is t ics
1.3 .1  Differentia t ion
1.3 .2  Unification
1.3 .3  Maintenance
1.4 Decision Structure  Variables
1.4 .1  External Threats/Influences
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1.4.2 P o l i t ic a l  Culture
1.4.3 Membership Expectations
2. Authority Allocation
2.1 Consti tutional  Decisions
3. Decision-Making Models
3.1 P o l i t ic a l  Model
3.2 Anarchy Model
3.3 Consensus Model
3.4 Rational Model
3.5 Bureaucratic Model
3.6 Governance Structure
3.7 Heuris t ic  Model
4. Decision Typology (General)
4.1 Conditional Decisions
4.2 Policy Decision
4.3 Resource Allocation Decisions
4.4 In tegra tive  Decisions
4.5  P o l i t ic a l  Decision
4.6 Resource Management and Control
5. Decision Process
5.1 Decision Trigger
5.1.1 Predecisional Process
5.2 Problem Iden t i f ica t ion
5.3 Goals and Objectives
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5.4 Alternative Search
5.5 Evaluation
5.6 Decision Making
5.7 Feedback
5.8 Influences on Process
6. Decision Strategy
6.1 Simplif ication
6.2 Sa t is f ic ing
6.3 Incremental ism
6.4 Compromise
6.4.1  Toleration
6.5 Consensus 
6.6. Authoritative
6.7 Bargaining
6.8 Poli t icking
6.9 Bureaucracy
6.10 Rational-Factual
6.11 Confl ic t  Resolution
6.12 In tu i t ive  Decision Making
7. Decision Maker Character is t ics  and Variables
7.1 Managerial Style
7.2 Administrative Style
7.3 Decision-Making Style
7.4 Personality  Tra i ts
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7.5 Perceived Responsibi lity
7.6 Experience and Training
7.7 Cognitive Dissonance
7.8 Locus of Control and Perceived Control
8. Decision Variables
8.1 Controllable/Uncontrollable Variables
8.2 Behavioral Variables
8.3 Preferences/Values
8.4 In te re s t  Groups
8.5 Power
8.6 External Variables
8.7 Resistance to Change
8.8  Financial Austeri ty
8.9 Clar i ty  of Goals and Objectives
9. Information
9.1 Information Avai lab i l i ty
9.2 Information U ti l iza t ion
9.3 Information Quanti tat ive/Quali tat ive
9.4 Information Flow
9.5 Information - Cost Related
9.6 Information - Cost Data
9.7 Information - Comparison Data
9.8 Information - Perceived As Needed
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10. Decision Support
10.1 Analytical Models
10.2 Information Systems
10.3 In te rp re te rs
10.4 Analysis
10.5 Decision Support Systems
10.6 Decision Tables
10.7 Management Science/Operations Research
11. Decision Products
11.1 Organizational Effectiveness
11.2 Incremental Change
11.3 Policy Change
11.4 Plans (Budget)
12. Evaluation of Decisions
12.1 Feedback
13. Relevant Theory
13.1 Game Theory
13.2 Decision Theory
13.3 Managerial Theory
13.4 Administrative Theory
13.5 Behavior Theory
13.6 Organizational Theory
14. Decision Analysis
14.1 Prescr ip t ive  vs. Descriptive
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PART 3
MAJOR CATEGORIES FROM WHICH PROPOSITIONS WERE DERIVED
Decision-Making Structure  Variables 
Decision Process Variables 
Behavioral Variables 
Informational Variables
APPENDIX B 
INTERVIEW GUIDE
The interviews conducted in t h i s  research were open-ended, there ­
fo re ,  th is  document served only as a guide and not as a questionnaire. 
There are f ive  parts  to the guide. Each part  consis ts  of a s e t  of 
questions and key words or phrases to guide the discussion. The in te r ­
viewee did not have a copy of the guide before or during the interview. 
This was done so tha t  the interviewee was not prompted. Interview 
sessions were recorded via  tape recorder and then transcribed verbatim 
fo r  deta iled  analysis .
INTERVIEW GUIDE
PART 1
Decision-Making Structure
1. Who do you perceive to be the key decision makers re la t iv e  to 
resource management and control?
Names of the  decision makers
Office held
Organizational unit represented
Number of pa r t ic ipan ts
Official  posit ion vs.  informal
Organizational level
Number of centers of respons ib i l i ty
What do you perceive to be the basis for  a l locat ion or assumed 
authori ty  for  the decision making prerogatives of these individ­
uals? Why are they the key decision makers?
Ultimate authori ty
Position - cons t i tu t iona l  authori ty
Expertise or knowledge
In te rp re te r  ro l e
Financial technocrat
Explain why you do or do not believe the decision-making s t ruc ­
ture  for  resource management at  th i s  in s t i tu t io n  is generally 
known and accepted as legi t imate .
C lar i ty  of s t ruc tu re
Legitimacy of s t ruc tu re
Right people involved
Frequency of c o n f l i c t
Focusing on money as the primary resource to be managed, are the 
same decision makers always involved? I f  not, explain.
S t a b i l i t y  or variance of s t ruc tu re
Different  types of a l locat ion - d i f fe ren t  people
F le x ib i l i ty  and adaptabi l i ty  of s t ruc ture
Spec ia l i s ts  drawn into the  s t ruc ture
What organizations outside the University impact resource manage' 
ment and control decisions? How does t h i s  impact come about?
Concurrent s t ruc tures
Accountability demands
Decision boundaries ( targe ts )
Laws and regulations
Line item funding constraints
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6. Considering tha t  formality  of h ierarch ia l  s t ruc ture  can range
from "highly informal" to "intensive and t ig h t , "  where would you 
place resources management decision making at  th is  in s t i tu t io n  on 
such a continuum? Why?
Corporate or federated s truc ture
Evaluation of management s ty le
Bureaucratic vs. p o l i t i c a l
Decision Process
1. How do resource management and control decisions get in i t i a t e d  at 
th i s  in s t i tu t io n ?
Predecisional process
Short-term "tr iggering cues"
Long-term "tr iggering cues"
Who are the in i t i a to r s ?
Are the i n i t i a t o r s  always the same?
2. What are the most common tr igger ing  cues for  resource management
and control decision at  th is  in s t i tu t io n ?
Deviation from budget
Program needs which have changed
Comparison against standards or goals
Allocation of contingency funds
Opportuniti es
Emergencies
3. Are the goals and objectives for resource management and control
a c t iv i t i e s  c lear ly  set? Explain your answer.
Means and ends simultaneously choosen
Values and be l ie f s  openly discussed
Presidential  guidance
Sta te  imposed targets
Accountability demands
Fiduciary accounting
In your opinion, is there a conscience search for  a l te rna t ive  
solutions to resource management problems? Explain.
S a t is f ic ing  - "good enough" solutions
Limited to what worked in the past
Time constraints
Rational/comprehensive - real  or ideal
What do you believe are the important fac tors  which influence the 
f in a l  decision taking process? Explain.
Personal judgment
Personal preferences
Time avai lab le  to make decision
Personal experience and insight
Factual propositions formulated from information
Value propositions
Power exercised by a se lec t  few
Which of the following decision-making s t ra teg ie s  are dominate at  
th i s  in s t i tu t io n ?
a. Simplif icat ion —
Avoid searching fo r  new a l te rna t ives
Limit the number of par t ic ipan ts
Minimize use of expert advice and opinion
Apply the p r incip le  of incremental ism
Address the easy problems f i r s t  
Change the s ta tus  quo only s l igh t ly  
Sa t is f ic ing  —
Search for  solutions only unt i l  an acceptable one found 
Look a t  what others are doing in th i s  s i tua t ion  
Search manory for  a solution that  worked well in past 
Accept a solution th a t  is less than ideal with the 
in tent  to address again l a t e r .
Compromise --
Everyone get something 
Consensus —
Unanimous agreement from a broad base of p a r t ic ipan ts  
Authoritative --
Dicta tor ia l  decisions 
Bargaining --  
Poli t icking —
Building support 
Forming coal i t ions  
Building consensus 
Bureaucracy —
Going by the rules
Application of legal r a t i o n a l i ty
Following formal chains of command
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i .  Ra tional /fac tual  —
Comprehensive consideration of a l te rna t ives  
Step-by-step ( s c ie n t i f i c  process)
Cost benefi t  analysis 
Following the logic of optimal choice 
j .  Confl ic t  resolution —
Involve a broad base of pa r t ic ipan ts  
J u s t i fy  decision on ra t iona l  grounds a f te r  the fac t  
Modify goals to match decision 
Keep a strong central  power in place
k. In tu i t iv e  decision making —
Rely on hunches, guesses, memory 
Apply unerring judgment
7. Against what are resource management and control decision 
evaluated? By whom are they evaluated?
Feedback mechanisms
Evaluation by outside organizations
H eur is t ica l ly  - in ternal  to  the  individual decision maker 
Against the private  core of values imbedded in the  center 
of the  personali ty  of i t s  public  counterpart ,  ideology
PART 3
Behavioral Variables
1. In your opinion, what is the  overall managerial s ty le  r e la t iv e  to 
resource management decision making in th is  in s t i tu t io n ?
Authori ta t ive  (dominate leader)
Bureaucratic (formal hierachical)
Pol i t ica l  (pa r t ic ipa t ive )
Collegial (consensus)
Rational (based t o t a l l y  on fac ts )
Highly informal
Intensive and t ig h t
As a decision maker, at what level do you perceive tha t  most of 
your decisions are made?
Policy level
Managerial level
Control level
With whom do you in te rac t  most when confronted with a d i f f i c u l t  
resource management decision?
Formal vs. informal in te rac t ion  patterns
Dependence on in te rp re te rs  ( s ta f f )
Other managers at  the same level
How do you go about building p o l i t i c a l  posi t ion and/or consensus?
Marginal or incremental values and differences
Through in te rac t ion  with peers
Have you ever experienced the s i tua t ion  where you made a resource 
management decision in tu i t iv e ly  or with l i t t l e  information and 
then found yourself  ju s t i fy in g  th is  decision to yourself  and 
others on ra t ional  grounds? Explain.
As a decision maker you bring to the process your own needs, 
b e l ie f s  and values, and a se t  of predisposi t ions or personali ty  
t r a i t s .  How are these modified by the group process?
-274-
PART 4
Environmental Variables
1. What ro le  is played by pr io r  commitments in resource management 
decision? Explain.
Considered f i r s t
Entrapment
Reviewed against  current requirements
Considered inv io la te  (sacrosanct)
2. When or how often is time an important variable  in resource mana­
gement decision making?
Limited time in which to make a decision
Must make decision before information is available
3. Does anticipated group membership sa t is fac t ion  impact decision 
making re la t iv e  to resources?
How will th is  decision impact others?
Will the group accept th is  decision?
4. How do accountabil i ty  demands impact resource management decision 
making?
Information needed for  accountabil i ty  reporting not the
same as that  needed for  internal  management
PART 5
Information Variables
1. Do you consider yourself  a user or a producer of information for
resource management decision making? Explain.
NOTE: I f  the interviewee is a producer of information go to
question number 8.
What type of information do you perceive as being avai lable  for 
resource management decision making?
Cost data vs. cost rela ted data
Comparative data
Quantitative vs. qua l i ta t ive
Analytical vs. summary data
What do you believe to be the source of th is  information?
Financial accounting system
Specific off ice  providing the information
What is your evaluation regarding the relevancy, a c c ess ib i l i ty ,  
and timeliness of th is  information?
Access ib i l i ty
Timeliness
Accuracy, and relevancy
What kind of information do you current ly  use to a s s i s t  you in 
making resource management decision?
What type of information not currently  avai lable  do you perceive 
as urgently needed?
What r o l e  is played by your s t a f f  in providing you with an 
information base for  resource management decisions?
Information generation
Information screening or f i l t e r i n g
In te rp re te r  ro le
Provide fu l l  range of options
What type of information do you produce?
Quantitative vs. qua l i ta t ive
Cost vs. cost re la ted
Projection and trends 
Analytical vs. suirenary 
What i f  simulations 
How do you think th is  information is used and by whom?
What information is  frequently requested but is not generally 
avai lable?
What additional information do you perceive as being needed but 
not currently  produced?
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ABSTRACT
A THEORY OF HEURISTIC DECISION MAKING 
Wise, Fred Hobart, Ed. D.
The College of William and Mary 
Advisor: Dr. John R. Thelin
This study was directed toward the discovery of a grounded theory 
th a t  id e n t i f i e s  the  variables th a t  influence and in te rac t  to influence 
resource management decision making in an i n s t i tu t io n  of higher educa­
t io n .  The constant comparative method, an inductive approach to 
generating theory, was used to study resource management decision 
making. The study consisted of an indepth case study of a medium sized 
public univers i ty .  The study was a n a tu r a l i s t i c  inquiry of the 
resource management decision-making process.
The design of the study included three phases of research.  Each 
phase employed d i f fe ren t  data gathering techniques, and each had i t s  own 
purpose fo r  obtaining various types of data. In Phase 1, a broad in fo r ­
mation base was developed through l ib ra ry  research.  From th is  base 
i n i t i a l  categories of variables  were formulated. Phase 2 consisted of 
indepth open-ended interviews with top administrators of the subject 
i n s t i tu t io n .  These interviews were used to guide data co l lec t ion  and 
analysis throughout the inves t iga t ion .  From the interview data and 
observations, proposit ions were formulated which re f lec ted  emerging 
in te r re la t ionsh ips  among the variab les .  In phase 3 the propositions 
were refined and subjected to f i e ld  v e r i f ica t ion  by constantly returning 
to the data.
A theory of h e ru is t ic  decision making was developed which expands 
on exis t ing  models of decision making in higher education. The theory 
sp ec i f ic a l ly  addresses resource management decision making and iden­
t i f i e s  the variables which influence and those tha t  in te rac t  to 
influence decision making. Appropriate responses to decision s i tua t ions  
are discovered through three overlapping phases: 1) Predecis ional , 2) 
Process, and 3) Resolution. Consti tutional decision and delegation 
define decision-making s t ruc tures  which are modified by substructures 
which emerge. Leaders present ten ta t ive  decisions which are subjected 
to an open p o l i t i c a l  process and are modified unt i l  a degree of accept­
ance is  developed. The p o l i t i c a l  process is  stimulated by a advocates 
pressing for  a p a r t i cu la r  so lut ion.  In b r ie f ,  au thor i ta t ive  leadership 
se ts  the general d i rec t ion ,  and through an open p o l i t i c a l  process stimu­
lated  by advocacy a decision evolves th a t  has a level of acceptance su f ­
f i c i e n t  to  allow implementation of the decision.
